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Abstract 
Gifted students who have a reading disability have learning characteristics that set 
them apart from their peers. The ability to read impacts upon all areas of the formal 
curriculum in which print-based texts are common. Therefore, the full intellectual 
development of gifted students with a reading disability can be repressed because 
their access to learning opportunities is reduced. When the different learning needs 
caused by concomitant giftedness and reading disability are not met, it can have 
serious implications for both academic achievement and the social-emotional 
wellbeing of these students. In order to develop a deeper understanding of this 
vulnerable group of students, this study investigated the learning characteristics of 
gifted students with a reading disability. Furthermore, it investigated how the 
learning characteristics of these students impact upon their lived experiences. Since 
achievement and motivation have been shown to be closely linked to self-efficacy, 
self-efficacy theory underpinned the conceptual framework of the study.  
The study used a descriptive case study approach to document the lived 
experiences of gifted students with a reading disability. Nine participants aged 
between 11 and 18, who were formally identified as gifted with a reading disability, 
took part in the study. Data sources in the case study database included: cognitive 
assessments, such as WISC assessments, Stanford Binet 5, or the Raven’s Standard 
Progressive Matrices; the WIAT II reading assessment; the Reader Self-Perception 
Scale; document reviews; parent and teacher checklists designed to gain information 
about the students’ learning characteristics; and semi-structured interviews with 
students.  
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The study showed that gifted students with a reading disability display a 
complex profile of learning strengths and weaknesses. As a result, they face a daily 
struggle of trying to reconcile the confusion of being able to complete some tasks to 
a high level, while struggling to read. The study sheds light on the myriad of issues 
faced by the students at school. It revealed that when the particular learning 
characteristics and needs of gifted students with a reading disability are recognised 
and met, these students can experience academic success, and avoid the serious 
social-emotional complications cited in previous studies. Indeed, rather than 
suffering from depression, disengagement from learning, and demotivation, these 
students were described as resilient, independent, determined, goal oriented and 
motivated to learn and persevere. Notably, the students in the study had developed 
effective coping strategies for dealing with the daily challenges they faced. These 
strategies are outlined in the thesis together with the advice students offered for 
helping other gifted students with a reading disability to succeed. Their advice is 
significant for all teachers who wish to nurture the potential of those students who 
face the challenge of being gifted with a reading disability, and for the parents of 
these students. 
This research advances knowledge pertaining to the theory of self-efficacy, 
and self-efficacy in reading specifically, by showing that although gifted students 
with a reading disability have low self-efficacy, the level is not the same for all 
aspects of reading. Furthermore, despite low self-efficacy in reading these students 
remained motivated. The study also enhances existing knowledge in the areas of 
gifted education and special education because it documents the lived experience of 
gifted students with a specific learning disability in reading from the students’ 
perspectives. Based on a synthesis of the literature and research findings, an 
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Inclusive Pathway Model is proposed that describes a framework to support gifted 
students with a reading disability so that they might achieve, and remain socially and 
emotionally well-adjusted.  The study highlights the importance of clear 
identification protocols (such as the use of a range of assessment sources, 
discussions with students and parents, and an awareness of the characteristics of 
gifted students with a reading disability) and support mechanisms for assisting 
students (for example, differentiated reading instruction and the use of assistive 
technology).   
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Glossary 
Differentiation is the modification of content, process or products of the curriculum 
to cater for differing learning needs and levels of ability (VanTassel-Baska, 2003; 
Westwood, 2008). 
External locus of control – The characteristic whereby students accept 
responsibility for failures but rarely acknowledge that success is due to their own 
abilities or efforts to learn. These external factors can include assistance provided by 
teachers, luck or the ease of a task. When students with an external locus of control 
fail at a task they are more likely to consider this to be due to a lack of ability rather 
than lack of preparation (Gardynik & McDonald, 2005). 
Giftedness refers to an extraordinary, innate ability or exceptional capacity in some 
domain of ability (Gagné, 2003, 2010). This ability may be manifested in 
intellectual, perceptual, physical, creative or social domains. In this study giftedness 
refers specifically to the intellectual domain. Talent is defined as an extraordinary 
performance or achievement in a specialised field of human endeavour which require 
special skills and training (Gagné, 2003, 2010). 
Gifted reader is a student who has an exceptional ability in the area of reading 
(Cramond, 2004).  
Gifted students with a learning disability are those students of superior intellectual 
ability who exhibit a significant discrepancy in their level of performance in a 
particular academic area such as reading, mathematics, spelling, or written 
expression. Their academic performance is substantially below what would be 
expected based on their general intellectual ability (Brody & Mills, 1997). 
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Learning disability is considered to be a disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes necessary for understanding or using spoken or written 
language (IDEA, 2004). The definition used is for Specific Learning Disability. Such 
a disorder may manifest as a limited ability to listen, speak, write, spell, or complete 
mathematical calculations (IDEA, 2004). It does not include learning problems that 
result primarily from visual, hearing or motor disabilities, mental retardation, and 
emotional disturbance or from economic, cultural or environmental disadvantage 
(Ellis, 2005). 
Lived experience refers to everyday experiences (Van Manen, 1990). In this study 
the focus was on the lived experience of school. Lived experience can be described 
as reflecting upon a phenomenon as it is occurring for the person. In this study it 
involved exploring students’ descriptions of their lives, feelings and attitudes, rather 
than researcher observations of behaviours. Consequently, it drew upon each 
student’s reflections upon their school experiences and their perceptions of particular 
events that took place.  
Metacognitive skills - A person’s understanding and control of their own cognition 
(Sternberg, 2002). 
Reading comprehension is defined as making meaning of a text that is read (Stahl 
& Hiebert, 2006).  
Reading disability - A student is considered to have a reading disability if their 
level of reading is at least one to two years behind that which is expected for their 
age, despite conventional instruction, adequate intelligence and sociocultural 
opportunity (Casalis, 2004). For gifted students, this discrepancy can be exacerbated 
by their interest in topics typically communicated in complex texts. 
 xv 
 
Self-efficacy – An individual’s understanding or belief about their personal abilities 
to perform a task at a designated level of performance (Bandura, 1986). 
Self-esteem – Is a more generalised view of one’s ability (Bandura, 1986). 
Self-regulation - self-generated thoughts, feelings and behaviours that are oriented 
to attaining goals (Zimmeraman, 2001).  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
 
1.1 Preamble 
The ability to read influences all areas of the formal school curriculum where print-
based text is common. Hence, access to learning is significantly compromised when 
a student experiences difficulty learning to read. This disadvantage is even more 
pronounced when the student is also intellectually gifted because their potential for 
learning is greater. Typically, when a gifted student has a reading disability their 
gifted abilities are not recognised and the educational focus is usually placed on what 
they cannot do. Consequently, they are excluded from opportunities commonly given 
to gifted students, such as intellectually challenging tasks and subject extension 
(Bianco, 2005; Crim, Hawkins, Ruban, & Johnson, 2008). This paradoxical learning 
profile of both learning strengths and weaknesses means that the students’ everyday 
experiences (lived experience) of school are characterised by a continual struggle to 
reconcile the confusion of being able to do some things at a high level, while also 
struggling with seemingly basic skills, such as reading. 
Reading disability is considered to be the most commonly occurring form of 
learning disability (Fletcher, Morris, & Reid Lyon, 2003) and amongst the most 
frequently associated learning disability occurring alongside giftedness (Vaivre-
Douret, 2011). A student is considered to have a reading disability if their level of 
reading is at least one to two years behind that which is expected for their age, 
despite conventional instruction, adequate intelligence and sociocultural opportunity 
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(Casalis, 2004).  For gifted students, this discrepancy can be exacerbated by their 
interest in topics typically communicated in complex texts.   
There is a lack of understanding about the challenges caused by the 
coexistence of giftedness and learning disabilities generally, and even less known 
about gifted students with a reading disability, particularly from a student 
perspective. Unfortunately, this lack of awareness has given rise to the 
misidentification of students as lazy, unmotivated, or even lacking in ability 
(Assouline, Nicpon, & Whiteman, 2010; Silverman, 2003), usually resulting in 
serious emotional and behavioural problems (Gardynik & McDonald, 2005, Neihart, 
2008). Over time it can impact upon the students’ motivation to learn, and eventually 
impact upon their academic achievement (Westwood, 2008; William, 2011). This 
study gives voice to the experiences of nine gifted students who have a reading 
disability. It profiles the learning characteristics of the students to promote a greater 
depth of understanding of the learning needs of gifted students with a reading 
disability. Furthermore, it describes how these characteristics have impacted upon 
the students’ experiences of school and how these experiences have impacted upon 
the students’ motivation and academic achievement. Such an understanding might 
help to reduce the occurrences of negative experiences caused by misidentification 
and subsequent emotional and behavioural problems, and contribute to increased 
motivation and academic achievement amongst gifted students with a reading 
disability.    
1.2 Introduction 
This chapter introduces the study into gifted students with a reading disability. It 
provides background information on concomitant giftedness and learning disability 
(Section 1.3) and outlines the purpose of the study (Section 1.4), together with the 
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research aims (Sections 1.5).  The design of the study (Section 1.6) is outlined and 
the assumptions underpinning the study are explained (Section 1.7). Finally, a thesis 
outline is provided (Section 1.8) together with a chapter summary (Section 1.9).  
1.3 Background 
 Although there is growing acceptance within the field of gifted education that a 
student can be both gifted and have a learning disability (Nipcon, Allmon, Siek, & 
Stinson, 2011), defining and identifying this group of students is difficult because the 
terms ‘giftedness’ and ‘learning disability’ have traditionally been considered to be 
mutually exclusive, and at opposite ends of the education spectrum (Wormald, 
2009). Consequently, there is not a concrete definition of how these two learning 
profiles intersect. Therefore, teachers and administrators are left with only a vague 
and inadequate understanding of the characteristics of students who are both gifted 
and learning disabled (Nipcon, et al., 2011). These definitional issues are addressed 
in more detail later (Sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 2.1.3). 
There are three possible categories into which gifted students with a learning 
disability may be placed: (a) identified gifted students who have subtle learning 
disabilities; (b) students whose giftedness and learning disability are unidentified; 
and (c) identified learning disabled students who are also gifted (Baum, 1989; 
Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004; Volker, Lopata, & Cook-Cottone, 2006). These 
categories help to explain why these students are often misidentified or overlooked.  
Identified gifted students who have subtle learning disabilities (the first 
category) are generally easier to identify as gifted due to their high achievement or 
high IQ (Intelligence Quotient) scores on standardised tests designed to assess 
intelligence. Their learning disability usually manifests later in their school years as 
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the work becomes more complex and contingent upon the students’ area of disability 
(Leggett, Shea, & Wilson, 2010). These students are often considered to be 
underachieving gifted (Baum, 1989) as a result of a widening gap between potential 
and performance as they grow older. Teachers expect these students to perform 
because they have been labelled gifted and often attribute the students’ 
underperformance to a lack of effort. This confusion is in part caused by the ability 
of gifted students to compensate for their learning disability, thus making 
identification difficult (Silverman, 2009). Silverman warns, however, that these 
compensation strategies are unstable, with age being a powerful variable. 
Consequently, as a student becomes older, a strategy that has worked in the early 
years of school (for example slowing down reading rate and re-reading material over 
and over) may not work as well once the level of school work becomes more 
complex (Silverman, 2009). Hence, the student’s learning disability may go 
unnoticed until later in life, or alternatively, the student’s drop in performance is 
incorrectly attributed to lack of effort.   
Students whose giftedness and learning disability (the second category) are 
unidentified represent the largest group of gifted students with a learning disability 
(Brody & Mills, 1997). They usually go unnoticed because their high intellectual 
ability and learning disability may be masked by average achievement. They struggle 
daily to compensate for an undiagnosed learning disability, often just managing to 
achieve average results. Unfortunately, their giftedness masks the disability, and the 
disability masks the gift (Baum, 1989; Crepeau-Hobson & Bianco, 2011). In the 
majority of cases, these students tend to be shy and non-assertive, quietly doing what 
is expected of them (Ruban & Reis, 2005). It is rare for them to volunteer 
information about their capabilities or interests (Montgomery, 2003).  
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Gifted students with a learning disability (the third category) consist of those 
students who have been identified as having a learning disability but who are also 
gifted. These students are discovered in the population of students who have been 
identified as experiencing difficulties in learning due to a lack of achievement in 
school. Although gifted, the focus for these students is usually on what they cannot 
do, with little attention given to the student’s strengths and interests, other than to use 
these to remediate weaknesses (Little, 2001). These students are rarely identified as 
gifted (Leggett et al., 2010). Typically, they are rated by teachers as most disruptive 
at school and frequently off task; they may complain of headaches and stomach 
aches; they may become easily frustrated, using their creative talents to avoid work 
completion and suffer from an overall sense of inadequacy as a result of over 
generalising their academic failure (Baum, 1989; Westwood, 2008). 
Gifted students with a learning disability are not uncommon. Over the last 
three decades, Silverman and her colleagues at the Gifted Development Centre have 
assessed over 5 600 gifted children from all over the world. They estimate that at 
least one sixth of that population qualify as being gifted with a learning disability 
(Silverman, 2009). The incidence of giftedness within the learning disabled 
population has been estimated as two per cent to five per cent (Munro, 2002). 
Research by Barnard-Brak, Johnsen, and Pond (2009) suggest that this figure could 
be higher indicating that approximately nine per cent of a special education 
population could have IQs in the 90th percentile, or gifted range. In terms of reading 
specifically, the focus of this study, it is estimated that up to 10 per cent of gifted 
children read two or more years below grade level, and up to 30 per cent show a 
discrepancy between their mental age and reading achievement (Munro, 2002). The 
following conclusion was drawn by Assouline, Nipcon, and Whiteman (2010) 
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following their extensive descriptive study of gifted students with written language 
disability:  
First, gifted students with specific learning disabilities exist. Second, the 
description of the individual student’s ability, achievement, and psychological 
profile can only be obtained through a comprehensive evaluation. Finally this 
information is the key to identifying and developing the unique talents of a 
gifted child with SLD (Specific Learning Disability). (p. 113) 
Of specific interest to this research study are those gifted students who have a 
reading disability. Students with a reading disability will experience problems 
accessing print-based work (paper and digital forms) in all academic domains. 
Consequently, the reading disability has the potential to impact upon all areas of the 
curriculum (Daniel, Walsh, Goldston, Arnold, Reboussin, & Wood, 2006). This 
problem is more pronounced in a secondary school context where the focus is on 
mastery of content, often presented in print-based texts. Compounding the problem is 
the perspective held by most teachers that students have already learned the basic 
reading skills in primary school (Larkin & Ellis, 2004). Subsequently, secondary 
school teachers are less likely to provide additional reading skill instruction for 
students.   
It is recognised that gifted students with a reading disability face a continual 
struggle to maintain average results (Reis, Neu, & McGuire, 1995; Silverman, 2009). 
Since gifted students with a learning disability tend to be highly self-critical, the 
continual struggle leads to feelings of frustration and anxiety (Baum, 2004b; 
Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; Reis & Ruban, 2004; Webb, 2000; Westwood, 2008). 
Eventually, these lived experiences of frustration and anxiety can impact negatively 
on the students’ concepts of self and academic achievement generally. An 
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individual’s concept of self includes processes such as self-motivation, self-esteem 
and self-efficacy (Hattie, 2012). This study focuses on self-efficacy which is an 
important social cognitive construct that aids in understanding the link between lived 
experience, motivation and achievement (Bandura, 1986).  
Self-efficacy is an individual’s belief about their capabilities to perform a task 
at a chosen level of achievement (Bandura, 1994). It has been shown to impact on 
life choices and influence how much stress and anxiety will be experienced when an 
individual is faced with a difficult task (Bandura, 1997, 2001). A student with low 
self-efficacy in reading will tend to avoid tasks which involve reading or 
alternatively not persevere with the task (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003; Van Keer & 
Verhaeghe, 2005). Task avoidance and lack of perseverance in reading can reduce 
opportunities for future learning (Walker, 2003). Thus, when gifted students with a 
reading disability have low self-efficacy it contributes to giftedness not being 
manifested. Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy (1986; 1994; 2012) underpins the 
conceptual framework of this study. 
1.4 Purpose of the Study 
Given that reading is an important skill that underpins achievement in all areas of the 
formal curriculum, those students who possess difficulties in reading are seriously 
disadvantaged. This disadvantage is significant for those students who are gifted 
because it reduces their access to learning. The purpose of the study was to describe 
the learning characteristics of gifted students with a reading disability in order to 
provide a deeper understanding of their learning needs. It sought to describe the 
school experience of gifted students with a reading disability and how these 
experiences impact upon their self-efficacy in reading. The study enabled the 
documentation of these experiences and the basis for developing a theoretical 
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framework to inform our understanding of these students and their instructional 
needs.  
1.5 Research Aim 
The aim of the study was to understand how being gifted with a reading disability 
impacts upon students’ lived experiences and upon their self-efficacy in reading. 
Based on this understanding, an inclusive model for supporting gifted students with a 
reading disability to achieve academic success and to develop overall social 
emotional well-being was developed.  
1.6 Design of the Study 
This research study adopted a descriptive case study approach (Yin, 2009) to profile 
the common learning characteristics of gifted students with a reading disability. It 
describes the link between the lived experience of gifted students with a reading 
disability and these students’ self-efficacy. It also describes the experience of living 
with the paradox of having strengths in at least one academic domain while also 
having a reading disability.  
Qualitative and quantitative data were collected. Quantitative data collection 
included the use of several assessment tools: Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children 3rd edition or Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 4th edition 
(Wechsler, 2003), Stanford Binet 5 (Roid, 2003) or Raven’s Standard Progressive 
Matrices (Raven, Raven, &Court, 2000), the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test 
II, Australian Standardised Edition (Harcourt Assessment, 2007) and the Reader 
Self-Perception Scale (Henk & Melnick, 1995). These quantitative data sources were 
primarily for profiling the participants and were scored according to the guidelines 
provided by each author. Qualitative data comprised a review of documents and 
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semi-structured interviews. A hybrid approach to data analysis was undertaken 
involving both inductive and deductive reasoning to identify typical learning 
characteristics and patterns of student experience.  
Nine participants took part in the study. All participants were formally 
identified as gifted with a reading disability and were in Years 5 to 12, and aged 
between 11 and 18. They attended a range of schools, including independent, 
Catholic and State Schools, throughout South East Queensland, Australia. 
Participants were sourced through professional and personal contacts. 
1.7 Assumptions Underpinning the Study 
Three assumptions underpinned the study. First, although the labels gifted students 
with a reading disability, and gifted students with a learning disability, were used 
throughout this study, the purpose was for identification purposes only. Of more 
importance than the label used is an understanding of the learning strengths and 
difficulties experienced by each student. It is my assertion that an understanding of 
students’ learning profiles can help educators, parents and the students themselves 
understand the best strategies for learning and instruction. A belief that all students 
can learn and achieve is at the foundation of this assumption.  
Second, when modifications to instruction for one group of students are made 
it can often have a positive impact on other students, even though they were not the 
target of the original change. This assumption is influenced by my personal 
experience as both a classroom teacher and learning support teacher. It is also 
influenced by the extensive work I have undertaken with classroom teachers and 
learning support teachers, as part of my professional role, facilitating numerous 
professional learning projects which focussed on improving student achievement (for 
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example, projects focussing on identifying gifted students with a learning disability 
and on strategic planning for gifted education). 
Third, when students are empowered in the learning process they are more 
likely to see relevance and purpose in their learning, which can positively influence 
their on-going motivation and commitment to learning. Motivation and commitment 
to learning leads to improved achievement and therefore, improved self-efficacy for 
learning. These improvements further impact upon motivation, resulting in a 
continuous cycle of learning and achievement.   
1.8 Outline of the Thesis 
The thesis has ten chapters. Chapter one provided an introduction to the study. The 
assumptions underpinning the study were presented along with the purpose of the 
research study which was described as twofold.  
Chapter 2 reviews the current literature available in the fields of gifted 
education and learning disability. Due to the focus of the study, the emphasis is on 
giftedness, and gifted students with a learning disability, before narrowing to focus 
on gifted students with a reading disability. The chapter reveals that gifted students, 
students with a learning disability and gifted students with a learning disability have 
a diverse range of learning needs that need to be understood and addressed both in 
theory and in classroom practice. The chapter shows that there is limited research 
that explores these issues from a student perspective, especially for gifted students 
with a reading disability, the most common form of learning disability.  
Chapter 3 describes a conceptual framework for exploring the link between 
lived experiences, students’ attitudes towards learning, motivation to engage in 
difficult tasks, and academic achievement. Self-efficacy theory is an important 
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psychological construct that aids in understanding this link and therefore is used to 
underpin the conceptual framework for this study into the lived experience of being 
gifted with a reading disability.  
Chapter 4 details the descriptive case study design which utilised both 
quantitative and qualitative data sources. It gives the selection criteria for the nine 
school age students who participated in the study and presents the theoretical 
propositions. It describes the approaches taken to data collection and management, 
together with the hybrid process of both deductive and inductive thematic analysis 
used to interpret the qualitative data.  
The key findings of the study are documented in Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8. 
Chapter 5 describes the learning characteristics of gifted students with a reading 
disability and highlights the paradoxical nature of their learning profiles. Such 
profiles are confusing and frustrating both for the students themselves and for the 
teachers working with them. As a result of this confusion decisions and assumptions 
are made about the students’ learning abilities which impact upon the students’ lived 
experience of school. This lived experience is described in Chapter 6. The chapter 
describes the academic, and social and emotional impact of being gifted with a 
reading disability. The students’ experiences impacted upon their self-efficacy in 
reading, which was typically low. However, the students appeared to be self-
confident, and were described as resilient, persistent and self-motivated. Chapters 7 
and 8 provide two illustrative case examples. 
Chapter 9 discusses the findings presented in Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 with 
reference to the research questions and theoretical propositions developed in Chapter 
4. Two models are presented in Chapter 9. Their development is based on the 
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literature from previous studies, together with the findings from this study. The first 
model depicts a holistic approach for supporting gifted students with a reading 
disability. The second model suggests an inclusive pathway for promoting academic 
achievement and fostering social and emotional well-being for gifted students with a 
reading disability.  
Finally, Chapter 10 provides a summary of the main findings of the study and 
explains the contribution of the study to theory, and its implications for policy and 
practice. Limitations of the study are documented and future research directions 
outlined.  
1.9 Chapter Summary 
This chapter introduced the study into the characteristics of gifted students with a 
reading disability and the impact this paradoxical profile of learning strengths and 
weaknesses has on the students’ experiences of school. It provided background 
information for the reader together with an outline of the thesis.   
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 
2.1 Introduction 
The possibility that a student can be both gifted and have a learning disability is 
rarely recognised or understood in most education contexts (Assouline, Nipcon, & 
Whiteman, 2010). This has resulted in the complexities associated with the condition 
being traditionally overlooked in the literature in the fields of gifted education and 
learning disabilities alike.  
This chapter reviews the research literature related to gifted students with a 
learning disability. The chapter has three parts. First, the learning characteristics of 
three sets of atypical students are discussed: gifted students (Section 2.2.1), students 
with learning disabilities (Section 2.2.2) and gifted students with a learning disability 
(Section 2.2.3). These sections highlight the complexities associated with the dual 
exceptionality of giftedness and learning disability. The subsequent implications for 
students, research, and classroom practice are addressed (Section 2.3). The emphasis 
then moves to gifted students with a reading disability (Section 2.4). This section 
reviews current literature which focuses upon the ways acquisition of reading skills 
differs for gifted students with a reading disability. In conclusion (Section 2.5), it is 
proposed that these students have a profile of different strengths and weaknesses in 
reading which impacts on their academic achievement. The problems experienced by 
gifted students with a reading disability mean that these students experience school 
in different ways from their age peers. These experiences can negatively impact on 
their sense of self-confidence, self-esteem and self-efficacy. These dimensions of 
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sense of self, and in particular sense of self-efficacy in reading, are explored further 
in Chapter 3. Finally, a chapter summary is provided (Section 2.6). 
2.2 Learning Characteristics and Experiences  
The learning characteristics and experiences of atypical students can be enhanced in 
an enriched, nurturing learning environment that values and acknowledges individual 
differences (Tomlinson, Brimijoin & Narvaez, 2008). In such an environment, the 
teacher proactively plans and implements diverse approaches to teaching content, 
embedding different processes, and seeking different outcomes or products of 
learning in anticipation of, and in response to, student differences in proficiency, 
interest and learning needs (Tomlinson, 2008). Thus, what a student learns, how 
he/she learns, and how the student demonstrates what he/she has learned, matches 
that student’s readiness level, interests, and preferred style of learning (Kanevsky, 
2011).  Highlighting the importance of catering for individual differences, Vygotsky 
(1978) stated “To force everybody into the same mould represents the greatest of all 
delusions of pedagogics” (p. 324). In order to cater for individual differences, 
however, one must first understand the possible differences in learning profiles of 
students. This section details the diverse learning characteristics of three sets of 
atypical students: (a) gifted students (Section 2.1.1); (b) students with a learning 
disability (Section 2.1.2); and (c) gifted students with a learning disability (Section 
2.1.3). The distinctive characteristics of students in these three groups result in 
differing learning needs which require consideration for improved academic 
achievement. 
2.2.1 Gifted students 
Gifted students have been shown to have a range of learning characteristics that 
distinguish them from their non-gifted age peers. There is a large literature base on 
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the concept of giftedness, with many studies focussing upon the learning 
characteristics of gifted students (e.g., Pfeiffer, 2009; Robinson, 2008; Valpied, 
2005; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2011). These characteristics impact upon the 
students’ experiences of school and academic performance.  
In some instances, giftedness is not demonstrated by, or manifested as high 
performance (McCoach & Siegle, 2009). For this reason, Gagné (2003, 2010) 
differentiated between the terms ‘gifted’ and ‘talented’. Gagné makes this distinction 
because giftedness will not necessarily be manifested as talent. Talent is defined by 
Gagné as “the outstanding mastery of systematically developed competences 
(knowledge and skills) in at least one field of human activity to a degree that places 
an individual at least among the top 10 per cent of their learning peers” (Gagné, 
2010, p. 82). The differentiation between the terms ‘gift’ and ‘talent’ is important 
and recognises students whose high potential is yet to be transformed into high 
performance. While talent is dependent upon giftedness to be achieved, being gifted 
is not a guarantee of developing talent (Gagné, 2010). Therefore, it is important that 
the particular learning needs of gifted students are addressed so that giftedness has an 
increased likelihood of being demonstrated as high performance, or talent.  
Gagné (2010) proposed that giftedness is transformed into talent through the 
systematic pursuit of a structured program of activities over a significant and 
continuous period of time. The talent development process is facilitated by the action 
of two catalysts. These catalysts are intrapersonal and environmental. Intrapersonal 
components include physical (appearance, health and handicaps) and mental 
(temperament, personality and resilience) traits. They also include goal management 
components: awareness (self and others, strengths and weaknesses); motivation 
(values, needs, interests and passions); and volition (autonomy, effort and 
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perseverance). Environmental catalysts include: milieu (physical, cultural, social and 
familial); individuals (parents, family, peers, teachers and mentors); and provisions. 
Provisions include enrichment (curriculum and pedagogy) and administrative 
components (grouping and acceleration). Gagné (2010) explains the process in his 
Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent (DMGT), later refined as DMGT 2.0 
(Gagné, 2010).   
Gifted students vary considerably as a population (Kanevsky, 2011; 
Tomlinson, 2005) due to differences in the level of giftedness, the nature of the gift 
and the students’ cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds (Wellisch & Brown, 
2012). These differences make identifying students as gifted difficult (VanTassel-
Baska, 2005). Furthermore, intellectual assessments are not part of the standard 
enrolment processes in Australian schools. Typically, the first step in the 
identification of gifted students is the recognition of particular traits, behaviours or 
attributes considered to be common characteristics of giftedness. The word common 
is used in the sense that although researchers have differing opinions on some aspects 
of the nature of giftedness, these cognitive and learning characteristics are usually 
included in lists of attributes ascribed to gifted students (Wellisch & Brown, 2012). 
They can be synthesised into five characteristics, considered to be typical of 
giftedness: (a) advanced problem-solving skills, (b) advanced creative thinking skills, 
(c) advanced learning skills, (d) heightened curiosity and (e) intrinsic motivation. Not 
all gifted students will display all of the characteristics listed. Furthermore, the 
characteristics are domain specific. Giftedness in one domain does not necessarily 
lead to giftedness in another. A summary of the key points for each characteristic is 
provided in Table 2.1. Although listed separately, they are interactive, influencing 
each other both directly and indirectly (Sternberg, Jarvin, & Grigorenko, 2011).  
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Table 2.1 
Learning Characteristics of Gifted Students 
Characteristic Source 
Advanced problem-solving skills: 
• employs a wider range of strategies 
• quickly acquires new strategies, may need 
only one to two repetitions to gain mastery  
 
Blackett & Webb, 2011; Robinson 
& Clinkenbeard, 2008; Rogers, 
2002, 2007; Tzuriel, Bengio, & 
Kashy-Rosenbaum, 2011; Wellisch 
& Brown, 2012 
Advanced learning skills: 
• advanced verbal ability 
• makes more connections between previous 
learning and newly acquired learning 
• displays greater depth, level and accuracy 
of thinking, superior metacognitive 
abilities  
• has well-developed working memory 
capacity and self-regulatory abilities 
 
Blackett & Webb, 2011; Pfeiffer, 
2012; Ruban & Reis, 2008; Rogers, 
2002; Synder, Nietfeld, & 
Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2011; Vaivre-
Douret, 2011; Munro, 2011, 
Sternberg, Jarvin, Grigorenko 2011 
 
 
Advanced creative thinking skills: 
• is able to identify multiple solutions or 
approaches 
• searches for a greater number of 
possibilities 
• is able to deal with several sources of 
information simultaneously 
 
Blackett & Webb, 2011; Rogers, 
2002; Vaivre-Douret, 2011; 
Wellisch & Brown, 2012 
 
 
  
Heightened curiosity: 
• has a propensity towards new knowledge 
acquisition, ask questions 
• searches for problems to solve  
• desires to engage with intellectual or 
abstract ideas and experiences 
Intrinsic motivation: 
• is intrinsically motivated to learn 
• strives to achieve at high standards 
 
Bailey, 2011; Blackett & Webb, 
2011; Rogers, 2002; Wellisch & 
Brown, 2012 
 
 
 
Blackett & Webb, 2011; Perry & 
Szalavitz, 2006; Pfeiffer, 2009  
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The first characteristic of giftedness is advanced problem-solving skills. 
Gifted students will typically approach problem solving in a different way to their 
non-gifted age peers (Rogers, 2002, 2007). One observable difference is the 
distribution of time during the problem-solving process. When given a task or 
problem to solve, academically gifted students will tend to spend more time at the 
“front end” of the problem (Rogers, 2002). They are also more likely to use more 
complex strategies that are best suited to the problem (Tzuriel, Bengio & Kashy-
Rosenbaum, 2011). Gifted students will usually define the problem, consider the 
resources needed to complete the task or solve the problem and then plan how they 
will evaluate their progress (Rogers, 2002). Rogers’ (2002) findings are based on a 
synthesis of 182 quantitative research studies in which gifted individuals were 
compared with the general population. Similar conclusions have been drawn by 
Sternberg (2002), who maintains that this tendency to spend more time in the 
planning stages and in evaluating progress is more important to consider than how 
much time is spent on solving a problem. It is not the speed of completion that is 
important, but rather the processes undertaken in problem solving and the time spent 
at each stage of the process that is indicative of intellectual giftedness (Rogers, 
2002). The implications emerging from the research of Rogers and Sternberg, is that 
teachers need to be aware of these differences in the use of time when students are 
problem solving. Early finishing, rather than the distribution of time during problem 
solving was shown by Valpied (2005) to be emphasised by teachers as a trait of 
giftedness. As a result of this misinterpretation, teachers run the risk of not 
identifying gifted students or misinterpreting the behaviour of gifted students as 
procrastination or even daydreaming (Kaufman, 1992; Silverman & Kearney, 1992). 
Consequently, students may not be given access to more challenging tasks thereby 
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resulting in boredom, demotivation and eventually underachievement (Phillips & 
Lindsay, 2006). Hence, a deeper awareness of the characteristics of gifted students is 
required.  
Another difference in the problem-solving abilities of gifted students is the 
range of problem-solving strategies that they typically apply (Rogers, 2007; Shore, 
2000). Although gifted students use strategies that other students may use, the 
difference is in how often these strategies are used, and the ability to effectively 
transfer strategies to other contexts (Robinson & Clinkenbeard, 2008). Shore (2000) 
hypothesised that although problem-solving skills can be taught to all students, gifted 
students will gain the most. In other words, although the performance of all students 
is raised, the gap between levels of performance remains or grows, due to the 
differences in the ability of gifted students to apply these strategies. Shore’s (2000) 
hypothesis is based on studies he and his colleagues have conducted since the 
1970’s. Subsequent studies have confirmed Shore’s hypothesis and also shown that 
gifted students learn new strategies faster than non-gifted children (Tzuriel, Bengio 
& Kashy-Rosenbaum, 2011) and may only require one to two repetitions to gain 
mastery (Wellisch & Brown, 2012). Consequently, they may resist problem-practice 
or drill approaches to teaching (Blackett & Webb, 2011). Such resistance could be 
interpreted as a consequence of the students’ gifted learning profile rather than as bad 
behaviour.  
The second characteristic of giftedness advanced learning skills with a high 
level of language development and verbal ability (Blackett & Webb, 2011; Pfeiffer, 
2012; Ruban & Reis, 2008; Vaivre-Douret, 2011). Gifted students typically master 
language at an early age, as evident by their fluent use of appropriate and deliberate 
words and their early interest in the meaning of words (Vaivre-Douret, 2011). 
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According to Rogers (2002), advanced learning skills are also evident in gifted 
students’ ability to make more connections between previous learning and newly 
acquired learning. In addition, they are more likely to link across subject areas and 
make inferences. Gifted students are able to enact this level of thinking at a greater 
depth and more accurately than other learners and independently. In contrast, other 
students may only make connections when directed to do so and when provided with 
support (Rogers, 2002). The ability to make connections across an extensive 
repertoire of knowledge enables gifted students to be flexible and to adjust strategies 
in order to achieve desired outcomes (Renzulli, 2002; Shore, 2000). As a result of 
this ability to make connections, gifted students need experiences which include 
multiple points of view and offer inquiry across domains.  
Gifted students’ advanced learning skills can also be explained by the 
students’ well-developed working memory capacity and use of self-regulatory 
abilities (Munro, 2011). Working memory refers to the ability to hold information in 
short-term storage while also processing information and retrieving information from 
long-term storage (Georgiou, Das & Hayward, 2008, Siegle, 2003; Swanson & 
Alexander, 1997). Both aspects of working memory predict performance outcomes 
(Munro, 2011). The more a task can be completed by prior knowledge that a student 
can retrieve automatically, the less demand there is on short-term memory processes 
(Munro, 2011). Consequently, when compared with their non-gifted peers, gifted 
students are able to respond more rapidly on speed tasks of varying complexity and 
are less likely to be distracted from tasks that require high levels of attention for 
completion (Munro, 2011). Self-regulation is described as the degree to which 
students are metacognitively, motivationally and actively involved in their own 
learning process (Risemberg & Zimmerman, 1992). It is the extent to which they are 
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involved in contributing to learning goals and the control exercised over goal 
attainment (Schunk, 2001). According to Schunk (1994), self-regulation incorporates 
behaviours such as: attending to and concentrating on instructions; organising, 
coding and rehearsing information to be remembered; establishing a productive work 
environment; using resources effectively; holding positive beliefs about one’s 
capabilities, the value of learning, the factors influencing learning and the anticipated 
outcomes of actions; and experiencing pride and satisfaction with one’s efforts. 
Therefore, it is not surprising that self-regulatory ability has been linked with 
elevated self-motivation amongst gifted students, which will be discussed shortly. 
Gifted students have been shown to excel in metacognitive skills (Sternberg, 
Jarvin, & Grigorenko, 2011). Metacognitive skills refer to people’s understanding 
and control of their own cognition (Sternberg, 2001). Or, “the knowledge and control 
children have over their own thinking and learning activities” (Cross & Paris, 1988, 
p. 131). Sternberg (2001) recognises seven metacognitive skills as important: 
problem recognition; problem definition; problem representation; strategy formation, 
resource allocation, monitoring of problem and evaluation of problem solving. All of 
these skills are believed to be modifiable (Sternberg, Jarvin, & Grigorenko, 2011). 
Metacognitive skills are considered to be general, rather than domain-specific skills 
(Schraw, 1998). They enable a student who has been taught a particular strategy in 
one problem context to transfer the same strategy to a similar, but new context (Kuhn 
& Dean, 2004). 
The third characteristic of giftedness is advanced creative thinking skills and 
a desire to create original products (Blackett & Webb, 2011; Rogers, 2002; Vaivre-
Douret, 2011). One aspect of these advanced creative thinking skills is that gifted 
students are fluent, flexible producers of ideas (Wellisch & Brown, 2012) and are 
 22 
 
able to identify a number of possible answers to a question or solutions to a problem 
(Rogers, 2002). Consequently, gifted students are likely to search for a greater 
number of possibilities whereas most students will stop when they find a plausible 
answer or solution. Such flexibility of thinking enables them to approach a problem 
from a new angle, to consider alternative points of view or deal with several sources 
of information simultaneously (Rogers, 2002). Consequently, gifted students may be 
less interested in routine activities and have a preference for more complex 
endeavours. They may also require additional time to complete tasks in order to 
explore alternative possibilities.  
The fourth characteristic of giftedness is heightened curiosity. Gifted students 
have a propensity towards new knowledge acquisition and advanced-level content 
(Bailey, 2011; Rogers, 2002; Wellisch & Brown, 2012). They have a tendency to ask 
questions and seek out problems to solve (Wellisch & Brown, 2012). Adding to these 
observations of extreme curiosity, Baum et al., (2001) and Gross et al., (2001) 
suggest that gifted students have been shown to display a desire to engage with 
intellectual or abstract ideas and experiences. Thus, gifted students need to be 
provided with opportunities to incorporate their own interests into their schoolwork 
and work at higher levels of complexity (Winebrenner, 2000). As Vygotsky (1978) 
highlights, good learning is ahead of actual development. That is, all learners can 
benefit from engaging in tasks which are more difficult than they can complete 
independently. Without such challenges, Winebrenner (2000) warns gifted students 
may lose their confidence in their ability to perform challenging tasks. Confidence, 
Winebrenner (2000) claims, comes from being successful at a task that is thought to 
be difficult. Furthermore, lack of challenge impacts negatively upon the lived 
experience of school for gifted students (Winebrenner, 2000). It has been recognised 
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as the most commonly identified cause of classroom boredom and subsequent 
disengagement and underachievement by gifted students (Kanevsky & Keighley, 
2003; Phillips & Lindsay, 2006). Therefore, it is important that consideration is given 
to providing gifted students with appropriately challenging tasks so that the students 
remain engaged in learning, thus increasing the likelihood of their gifted abilities 
being manifested as academic talent.  
The fifth characteristic of giftedness is intrinsic motivation for learning 
(Pfeiffer, 2009; Renzulli, 2002; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004). Motivation is 
considered to be associated with a student’s internal drive to learn, work effectively 
and achieve academically (Hammond, McBee & Hébert, 2007). It can be illustrated 
by statements children might make such as “Reading is my favourite thing to do at 
school,” or “Working on individual research is interesting.” Intrinsic motivation 
refers to being motivated to do an activity out of curiosity, interest or personal 
satisfaction (Phillips & Lindsay, 2006). In contrast extrinsic motivation is associated 
with rewards, threats or punishment (Phillips & Lindsay, 2006). Discussing the 
intrinsic motivation of gifted students, Reis and Renzulli (2009) describe traits such 
as high level of interest, determination in a particular area, a drive to achieve and the 
establishment of high standards.  Although a propensity towards intrinsic motivation 
has been noted for gifted students, high levels of intrinsic motivation cannot always 
be assumed.  Speaking generally about motivation, Wigfield (in Bembenutty, 2012) 
highlighted the important influence of expectancy-value on an individual’s 
achievement and their choices about which activities to pursue. According to 
expectancy-value theory, achievement and choice are directly influenced by the 
beliefs that individuals have about their ability in a particular area and how well they 
expect to do on an activity, and the value the individual places on achievement in the 
 24 
 
particular area, or on a particular task (Bembenutty, 2012). This sense of value can 
be derived from interest, enjoyment, the importance of the task to the individual or 
the usefulness of the achievement to the individual (Bembenutty, 2012).  
Consequently, if a student doesn’t believe that they will achieve well (or to an 
expected level, in the case of a gifted student), or doesn’t value the task because it 
isn’t challenging or relevant, the student will be less motivated to participate in the 
task. Therefore, although gifted students may be intrinsically motivated to learn, it 
cannot be assumed that they will be motivated to achieve in all areas, and on all 
tasks.  
The characteristic of intrinsic motivation can also be problematic for gifted 
students and their teachers as its associated behaviours are easily misunderstood by 
teachers (Valpied, 2005). Gifted students may find it difficult to attend to tasks 
within their interest level which are too basic and lacking challenge (Phillips & 
Lindsay, 2006). They may also find it difficult to move on to new tasks until they 
have fully explored their area of interest and satisfied their curiosity in that area 
(Welte, 1996; Winebrenner, 2000; Winner, 1998). As a result, teachers might 
misinterpret these behaviours as daydreaming, lack of task commitment, obsessive 
behaviour or even a lack of ability (Valpied, 2005). Therefore, it is important that 
educators are fully aware of the characteristics of giftedness, including what Valpied 
(2005) describes as the “flip side” of giftedness.  
Educators often focus only on the positive characteristics of giftedness 
without also considering the negative characteristics, or flip side of giftedness, that 
can stem from high intellectual potential (Valpied, 2005). Using a multiple-case 
study approach, Valpied (2005) explored the interactions between characteristics 
related to giftedness and school and teacher responses to the needs and 
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characteristics of eight gifted children. Semi-structured interviews were conducted 
with the child participants and their parents. Interview responses and school reports 
were analysed in order to gain an understanding about the relationship between each 
child’s characteristics and learning needs and the responses of teachers and schools 
to these needs. The study revealed repeated misinterpretations by teachers of the 
characteristics of the child’s giftedness and consequently inappropriate responses to 
the child’s learning needs. For example, a desire to work alone and a tendency to 
play alone was misinterpreted as the child having poor social skills, with a 
recommendation made by the teacher for the child to repeat a year level. Rather than 
lacking the ability to socialise effectively, these behaviours in gifted students tend to 
result from not having like-minded peers with whom to socialise (Valpied, 2005). 
The conclusion proposed by Valpied was that without an understanding of the 
positive and negative characteristics of giftedness, it is more difficult to cater for the 
learning needs of gifted students through identification of students’ giftedness, 
programming and targeted assistance (Valpied, 2005). Valpied’s study involved a 
small group of eight students but the age of the participants was not stipulated. The 
importance of the study, however, is that it indicates that misinterpretations can take 
place. The misinterpretations and inappropriate responses made by teachers in regard 
to gifted students, highlighted by Valpied, suggest the relevance of further exploring 
the experiences of school for gifted students.  
Gifted students’ lived experiences of school, which result from 
misinterpretations of behaviour, influence the social and emotional development of 
gifted students (Silverman, 1990; Valpied, 2005). These experiences need to be 
understood so that gifted students can be supported both emotionally and socially. 
Since, giftedness is an internally experienced phenomenon (Galbraith, 1985; Kunkel 
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& Chapa, 1992), research which aims to provide a comprehensive theory should 
focus not only on the constructs as defined by researchers, but also on the 
perspectives of students; that is, it should look at students’ reflections on their lived 
experience. Lived experience is defined as reflection on a phenomenon as it is 
occurring for the person. In this study lived experience involves exploring students’ 
descriptions of their lives, feelings and attitudes, rather than researcher observations 
of behaviours. Therefore, in the case of gifted students, a reflection on lived 
experience involves coming to understand how the very nature of giftedness impacts 
on the daily lives of those who are gifted. Of particular interest to this study are 
gifted students’ lived experiences of school.  
An example of research that focussed on the lived school experiences of 
gifted students was conducted by Galbraith (1985). As a result of the study, the 
“eight great gripes of gifted kids” were put forward as typical of the concerns of the 
400 gifted children and adolescents, aged between seven and 18, who were surveyed. 
Six years later, in an extension of the Galbraith study, Kunkel and Chapa (1992) 
surveyed a less disparate age range of gifted students. The 85 students ranged from 
seventh through to ninth grade. The aim of the study was to clarify the existence of 
the themes formulated in the Galbraith study using a consistent and open-ended 
prompt. The prompt used in the Kunkel and Chapa study was “As if you were 
writing a letter to a friend, please respond to the following question: ‘What is it like 
to be gifted?’” After analysing the student responses and reviewing the Galbraith 
study, Kunkel and Chapa formulated definitions for each of Galbraith’s categories 
that would capture the essence of their own analysis. This process resulted in the 
formulation of eight constructs which corresponded to the “great gripes” identified 
by Galbraith. They are: (1) confusion, (2) boredom, (3) perfection, (4) being 
 27 
 
ridiculed, (5) loneliness, (6) feeling different, (7) being burdened and (8) altruism. 
Both Galbraith and Kunkel and Chapa concluded that it is important to consider the 
social and emotional needs of gifted students from the viewpoint of gifted students. 
Such an understanding is required if educators are to be effective in leading gifted 
students to cope with the problems which can accompany high potential (Galbraith, 
1985; Kunkel & Chapa, 1992). All of the students in the Kunkel and Chapa (1992) 
study were participating in a summer enrichment program for gifted students at the 
time of the study and had previously been identified as gifted. These students were 
aware that they had been identified as gifted. Had this not been the case one would 
wonder if the students would have responded in the same way to the open ended 
prompt ‘What is it like to be gifted?’ This study might not be able to be replicated 
with gifted students who have not been formally identified as gifted. A different 
approach using an alternative prompt might be required. 
Recently, research investigating the lived experience of gifted students was 
conducted by Eddles-Hirsch, Vialle, McCormick, and Rogers (2012). Their study 
involved 27 students from three different Australian schools that provided 
academically advanced programs. The primary purpose of the study was to 
understand the types of social contexts that the schools created for their academically 
advanced students (Eddles-Hirsch, et al., 2012). They found that schools with formal 
social and emotional systems in place tended to have a student population that was 
more accepting of diversity and difference. Consequently, the gifted students within 
these schools found it easier to make friends and feel accepted without resorting to 
negative coping strategies (for example, hiding their ability). It was concluded “that 
the social and emotional support and development provided for gifted students in 
school settings are likely to be as important as their academics” (Eddles-Hirsch, et 
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al., 2012, p 53). This finding is significant and needs to be considered further, 
especially in regards to gifted students who have a reading disability. These students 
are more likely not to be accepted by their peers, since their differences are more 
pronounced as a result of the existence of both heightened ability and a learning 
disability.    
In conclusion, gifted students have different learning characteristics from 
their non-gifted age peers and typically experience school in different ways. These 
different experiences can impact upon the social emotional development of gifted 
students resulting in boredom, frustration, confusion and loneliness (Eddles-Hirsch, 
et al., 2012; Kanevsky & Keighley, 2003; Phillips & Lindsay, 2006). Research which 
explores the different lived experiences of gifted students is important, especially for 
those gifted students who face additional challenges such as a reading disability, 
because these students are at even greater risk of developing social and emotional 
problems.  
2.2.2 Students with a learning disability 
Students with a learning disability also represent a diverse group of students with 
differing learning characteristics. The term ‘learning disability’ is described as a 
disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes necessary for 
understanding or using spoken or written language (IDEA, 2004). According to the 
IDEA (2004) definition which is considered to be the most influential definition of 
specific learning disability (Kavale, Spaulding, & Beam, 2009), such a disorder may 
manifest as a limited ability to listen, think speak, write, spell, or do mathematical 
calculations. The term ‘learning disability’ does not include learning problems that 
result primarily from visual, hearing or motor disabilities, mental retardation, 
emotional disturbance, or from economic, cultural or environmental disadvantage 
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(Ellis, 2005). It is beyond the scope of this study, where the focus is on concomitant 
giftedness and learning disability, to provide a detailed overview of learning 
disabilities. For further information The Handbook of Special Education, edited by 
Kaufman and Hallahan (2011) is recommended.   
There are sets of learning characteristics typical of students with a learning 
disability which include differences in language development, social-emotional 
ability, memory, higher order cognition, motor implementation and attention 
(Levine, 1999). Problems with language development can involve limited vocabulary 
and difficulties in understanding complex language (National Joint Committee on 
Learning Disabilities, 2007). Difficulties in the social-emotional domain may include 
low motivation and academic risk-taking, poor self-esteem and self-efficacy, as well 
as behavioural and emotional reactions to failure (Levine, 1999; Westwood, 2011). 
Students with a learning disability may also display memory difficulties, resulting in 
poor recall of previous learning and an inability to generalise learning to new 
contexts (Levine, 1999; Westwood, 2011). Attention difficulties may affect a 
student’s ability to commence and complete a task, follow directions, interact with 
others and organise tasks with multiple steps (Sousa, 2001). Students with a learning 
disability tend to lack effective learning strategies or have limited organisational 
skills. As a result, students with learning disabilities may exhibit behaviours such as 
daydreaming, procrastination and disorganisation (Westwood, 2011).  
The learning characteristics of students with learning disabilities described 
above need to be taken into consideration when planning learning opportunities for 
these students. It is vital, however, that although these weaknesses do exist for many 
struggling students, these should not be viewed as insurmountable obstacles for 
learning. Instead, individual learning needs should be used to guide classroom 
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practice (Healey, 2005). Westwood (2011) concurs, maintaining that rather than 
blaming factors within the child for lack of achievement, it is more productive to 
address the quality and type of instruction, teacher expectations, curriculum 
relevance, classroom environment, social group dynamics and teacher rapport. By 
making modifications in these domains, it might be possible to improve the academic 
achievement and school experiences of the students. 
2.2.3 Gifted students with a learning disability 
The two conditions of giftedness and learning disability can occur concomitantly. 
More is known now from a research perspective about the characteristics and needs 
of students who have high potential, and yet struggle with academic tasks at school, 
than in the past (Ruban & Reis, 2005; Spicer, 2011). However, this understanding is 
not necessarily demonstrated in practice (Wormald, 2011). Many gifted students with 
a learning disability are still not identified as requiring additional support, and if they 
are, the focus is usually on their learning disability rather than their giftedness 
(Ruban & Reis, 2005; Wormald, 2011). Consequently, these students have an 
increased likelihood of negative experiences of school, with resulting social and 
emotional problems.  
Gifted students with a learning disability are those students who possess 
outstanding abilities in some areas and yet have debilitating weaknesses in other 
areas (Baum & Owen, 2004). The following definition of what it means to be 
gifted/learning disabled was proposed by Brody and Mills (1997): 
 Gifted/LD students are students of superior intellectual ability who exhibit a 
significant discrepancy in their level of performance in a particular academic 
area such as reading, mathematics, spelling, or written expression. Their 
 31 
 
academic performance is substantially below what would be expected based 
on their general intellectual ability. (p. 285) 
Although it is possible for gifted children to underachieve, the underlying problem in 
this case is a learning disability rather than issues such as interest, energy, or 
persistence (McCoach, Kehle, Bray, & Siegle, 2001). In terms of the DMGT 2.0 
model (Gagné, 2010) discussed earlier (Section 2.2.1), these students are gifted, but 
due to their learning disability, are not necessarily viewed as academically talented.   
Studies have confirmed that the coexistence of giftedness and a learning 
disability poses a dilemma for students, their parents, and teachers in the struggle to 
understand that one can have both unique learning strengths and weaknesses (Spicer, 
2011). The characteristics of gifted students with a learning disability have been well 
documented and researched (Wormald, 2011). It has been recognised that gifted 
students with a learning disability demonstrate a diverse range of abilities and 
learning weaknesses. Consequently, they are a heterogeneous group, although there 
are some typical characteristics that can be considered (Brody & Mills, 1997; 
Wormald, 2011). These are: evidence of an outstanding ability; evidence of a 
discrepancy between their capacity for academic achievement and their actual 
achievement or performance; and evidence of a processing deficit (Brody & Mills, 
1997). Establishing this evidence can be made complicated by behaviour problems, 
poor self-concepts and dependent behaviours, such as relying on adults for assistance 
and encouragement (Davis & Rimm, 1994; Waldron, Saphire, & Rosenblum, 1987). 
Therefore, it is important to give attention to children whose academic performance 
is substantially below what would be expected based on the child’s general 
intellectual ability (McCoach et al., 2001).  
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Typically, the academic performance of gifted students with a learning 
disability will vary significantly in different academic domains or subject areas 
(Ellston, 1993). For example, a student may have exceptional oral communication 
skills, and display an advanced vocabulary, but may experience difficulty learning to 
read. With a focus on anomalous performance, it is more likely that both the 
giftedness and learning disability will be recognised and the unique learning needs of 
these students can be met.  
Gifted students with a learning disability might have strong thinking skills, 
but have difficulty applying them in the domain in which they struggle due to their 
weak learning skills (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004: Sternberg, Jarvin, & 
Grigorenko, 2011). In a similar way to other gifted students, these students will show 
a heightened ability in tasks which involve creative and abstract thinking (Baum, 
2004b; Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; Ruban & Reis, 2005; Spicer, 2011). Likewise, 
they tend to have a strong knowledge, except in the area of weakness (Sternberg & 
Grigorenko, 2004; Sternberg, Jarvin, & Grigorenko, 2011). For example, gifted 
students with a learning disability may find it difficult to memorise isolated facts 
(Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; Reis & Ruban, 2005; Westwood, 2011; Williams 
King, 2005). This characteristic can manifest in problems recalling basic 
mathematics facts, spelling or recognition of sight words. However, when given the 
opportunity, gifted students with a learning disability display good problem-solving 
skills (Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; Ruban & Reis, 2005; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 
2004). Thus a profile of both strengths and challenges for learning is evident. It is 
this atypical combination which leads to confusion and missed identification 
(Blackett & Webb, 2011; Wormald, 2011). Research which highlights the learning 
needs arising from this complex profile of strengths and weaknesses is required.  
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Gifted students with a learning disability can display negative characteristics 
which add to their complicated profile of strengths and challenges for learning. Like 
their gifted peers, and learning disabled peers, they can appear disorganised with an 
inclination to procrastinate and day dream (Ruban & Reis, 2005; Spicer, 2011). 
Gifted students with a learning disability may also be poorly motivated in their area 
of weakness, wishing to avoid that which causes them frustration (Baum et al., 2001; 
Reis & McCoach, 2002; Ruban & Reis, 2005; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004). This 
characteristic is linked to the tendency for gifted students with a learning disability to 
be highly self-critical and highly sensitive to failure (Baum et al., 2001; Reis & 
Ruban, 2004). The resulting frustration can lead to disruptive behaviour.  
Table 2.2 provides a summary of the typical characteristics addressed in the 
literature. These are broad categories of strengths and weaknesses which are 
interrelated and complex. It is beyond the scope of this study, which focuses on lived 
experience and self-efficacy, to fully detail all aspects and combinations of 
characteristics that may be present.  
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Table 2.2 
Learning Characteristics of Gifted Students with a Learning Disability 
Learning Characteristics Source 
Learning strengths  
Strong thinking skills 
 
Heightened ability in creative and 
abstract thinking 
Strong knowledge in areas of interest 
Good problem-solving skills  
 
Extensive vocabulary 
 
 
Ruban & Reis, 2012; Sternberg & 
Grigorenko, 2004 
Baum, 2004b; Gardynik & McDonald, 
2005; Ruban & Reis, 2005;  Spicer, 2011; 
Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004 
Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; Ruban & 
Reis, 2005; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004 
Assouline et al., 2010; Ruban & Reis, 2005; 
Spicer, 2011 
 
Learning weaknesses  
Processing difficulties 
Difficulty memorising isolated facts  
 
 
Can appear disorganised  
Inclination to procrastinate, poorly 
motivated in areas of challenge 
 
 
Highly self-critical, external locus of 
control,  poor self-concepts 
Assouline et al., 2010; Brody & Mills, 1997 
Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; Ruban & 
Reis, 2005; Westwood, 2008; Williams 
King, 2005 
Spicer, 2011; Ruban & Reis, 2005;  
Davis & Rimm, 1994Welte, 1996 
Baum et al., 2001; Reis & McCoach, 2002; 
Ruban & Reis, 2005Baum et al., 2001; Reis 
& Ruban, 2004 
Westwood, 2008;  Ruban & Reis, 2005 
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Typically, gifted students with a learning disability have an external locus of 
control, accepting responsibility for failures but rarely acknowledging that success is 
due to their own abilities or efforts to learn (Gardynik & McDonald, 2005; 
Westwood, 2008). They are more inclined to place success on external factors such 
as assistance provided by teachers, luck or the ease of a task. When they fail at a 
task, they are more likely to consider this to be due to a lack of ability rather than 
lack of preparation (Weiner, 2000; Westwood, 2008). Such experiences can cause 
feelings of shame, guilt and humiliation (Weiner, 2000). It is factors such as these 
that place gifted students with a learning disability at greater risk of internalised 
disorders such as depression and anxiety (Gardynik & McDonald, 2005). As a result, 
the identification of these students becomes complicated because it is often these 
negative characteristics which become the focus while the high potential goes 
unrecognised (Silverman, 2003). Hence, gifted students with learning disabilities 
rarely achieve at the level at which they are capable (Baum et al., 2001; Bianco, 
2005).   
There is speculation that gifted students with a learning disability are likely to 
be underserved in schooling systems where the use of Gagné’s (2000) DMGT 2.0 
model is prevalent (Wellisch & Brown, 2012; Wellisch et al., 2011). The DMGT 
model is a widely accepted model used in Australian schools (Wellisch, Brown, 
Taylor, Knight, & Berresford, 2011), which is the context of this study. It is proposed 
by Wellisch et al., (2011) that the DMGT 2.0 model does not provide a pathway of 
possible progression for gifted students with a learning disability since talent 
development in the DMGT 2.0 model occurs through participation in a structured 
program of activities over time.  Gifted students with a learning disability are 
unlikely to be nominated for participation in such programs and are therefore 
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inhibited it their progression towards talent development. Furthermore, Ford, 
Grantham, and Whiting (2008) claim that when the concept of giftedness is made 
synonymous with achievement, gifted underachievers will not be included in 
programs for gifted students. This is particularly true for gifted students with a 
learning disability where the focus is typically placed on their learning disability 
rather than their ability.   
A different model for the identification and progression of gifted students was 
proposed by Wellisch and Brown (2012). They propose that the model offers an 
alternative, inclusive avenue to support the needs of underachieving gifted students, 
including gifted students with a learning disability. The model ensures that the 
students are included in gifted programs while also having their specific problems 
addressed (see Figure 2.1). 
  
Figure 2.1 Inclusive gifted identification and progression model (Wellisch & Brown, 
2012). 
Wellisch and Brown (2012) recommend that the first step of an inclusive 
identification model is recognising both the characteristics of giftedness, such as 
those described earlier (Section 2.2.1), and also the characteristics of gifted 
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underachievers which include psychosomatic and psychological symptoms, such as, 
stomach-aches, headaches, depression, mental confusion, self-harm, poor self-
esteem, sleep disorders, nightmares and eczema from stress (Welisch & Brown, 
2012). They recognise not only that these characteristics can differ from child to 
child but that differences will be evident within each child due to developmental 
unevenness and emotional intensities. For gifted students with a learning disability, 
these differences can be the result of the domain specific nature of   the learning 
disability. Wellisch and Brown (2012) suggest that the next step in the process of 
identification should be the use of IQ tests, assessments and checklists for further 
confirmation. Therefore, the model supports the consideration of information from a 
wide range of objective and subjective measures and sources. 
It is important that there is a full awareness of the characteristics of gifted 
students with a learning disability, including those students who have a reading 
disability. Without such awareness, these students will continue to be unidentified, 
and thereby, excluded from gifted programs and early intervention strategies that 
could support their learning disability. Consequently, they are at risk of prolonged 
underachievement and experiences of boredom and frustration. Research which 
highlights the learning needs and lived experience of school for gifted students with a 
learning disability can elaborate on the current literature base, extend what is known, 
and further inform practice. 
2.2.4 Summary 
Gifted students, students with a learning disability and gifted students with a learning 
disability have diverse learning needs. A particularly vulnerable group of students is 
those who are gifted with a learning disability. The combination of these two 
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conditions impacts on the lived experience of school for students as it creates both 
academic, and social and emotional complications.  
2.3 Complications Caused by Giftedness and Learning Disability 
Students who are gifted and have a learning disability face many complications 
which impact upon their academic achievement. Yet, this group of students is 
typically underserved and misunderstood in schools (Assouline et al., 2010; 
Wormald, 2011). This section provides an overview of the challenges and problems 
faced by gifted students with a learning disability such as: lack of knowledge about 
the condition (Section 2.2.1); stereotypical beliefs about giftedness (Section 2.2.2); 
the effects of masking, where the giftedness hides the learning disability or vice 
versa (Section 2.2.3); and social and emotional problems (Section 2.2.4). 
Considerations for curriculum programming, based on these complications, are 
discussed (Section 2.2.5). These complications and curriculum modifications are 
important to consider because they impact on the lived experiences of gifted students 
with a learning disability, thus influencing their motivation and academic 
achievement. 
2.3.1 Lack of knowledge about the condition 
A serious challenge that gifted and learning disabled students commonly face is that 
the condition of dual exceptionality is not always acknowledged, even though studies 
have confirmed its existence (Assouline et al., 2010). In a study conducted by 
Wormald (2011), a mixed methods approach was applied in order to determine the 
level of understanding and attitudes that teachers and school counsellors had about 
gifted students with learning disabilities. A total of 131 surveys were completed, 
with a representative sample of eight teachers and school counsellors selected for 
further interviewing. Wormald (2011) found that there was substantial confusion 
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amongst those interviewed and concluded that many teachers do not have the 
necessary knowledge, capability and support required to meet the learning needs of 
gifted students with a learning disability. Furthermore, she suggested that 
identification of gifted students in the school system was unlikely to occur while 
there was a definite and obvious divide between teachers’ attitudes towards students 
with learning disabilities and students who are gifted (Wormald, 2011).  This finding 
is significant especially for school systems which rely on teacher nomination as the 
prime method of identification of gifted students with a learning disability.  It is also 
significant for this study, since it highlights that although there is research about the 
characteristics of gifted students with a learning disability, this knowledge has not 
necessarily transferred into practice. Therefore, it is unlikely that the learning needs 
of gifted students with a learning disability are being met in schools, thus increasing 
the potential for these students to have negative experiences of school, with negative 
impacts on their sense of self. Research which describes these experiences and their 
impact is important since with better understanding and awareness it may be possible 
to reduce these negative experiences and associated social and emotional 
complications.  
2.3.2 Stereotypical beliefs about giftedness and learning disabilities 
Stereotypical beliefs about giftedness and learning disabilities contribute to the 
problems faced by gifted students with a learning disability in terms of inclusion in 
gifted programs and lowered teacher expectations. One stereotypical belief that 
impacts upon gifted students with a learning disability is the widespread opinion that 
giftedness is associated with academic achievement (Silverman, 2003; Sousa, 2003). 
As a result, the acknowledgment of students who are both gifted with a learning 
disability becomes difficult to accept.  
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Many misconceptions about giftedness have arisen from the longitudinal 
research studies of Terman (Cline & Hegeman, 2001). These studies have led to the 
widespread belief that gifted children not only have high IQs but also have superior 
physique, health and social adjustment with markedly superior moral attitudes 
(Terman, 1954). Access to gifted programs in the United States, remains restricted to 
those students who fit this limited construct of giftedness (Silverman, 2003). 
Furthermore, other students, regardless of their academic giftedness, who do not 
have superior physique, health and superior moral attitudes, have restricted access to 
gifted programs (Silverman, 2003). Another example where access to a gifted 
program is based on a limited construct of giftedness is in Queensland (Australia), 
where access to a school which caters for gifted students is limited to “Queensland’s 
High Performers” (http://www.qldacademies.eq.edu.au/index.html). In order for 
students to access the programs on offer they must sit a Higher Ability Selection Test 
(HAST) developed by ACER (Australia Council for Educational Research). This test 
consists of timed, multiple choice tests for reading comprehension, mathematical 
reasoning and abstract reasoning. The appropriateness of this instrument is 
questionable because some gifted students will experience difficulty with timed tests, 
and multiple choice responses (Golan, 2004; Silverman, 1998). As a result they will 
underperform on tests of this nature. If this is the initial tool used to identify students 
accepted into a program, then the likelihood of gifted students with a learning 
disability being accepted is reduced.  
Stereotypical beliefs about giftedness and learning disabilities have been 
acknowledged as factors that hinder the referral of gifted students with learning 
disabilities to gifted programs (Bianco, 2005). Bianco explored the effects of 
disability labels on special education and general education teachers’ referrals for 
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gifted programs through a survey study involving 274 teacher participants. Within 
this survey group, 52 teachers were from the area of special education, while 195 of 
the participants were general classroom teachers. Participants were asked to read 
vignettes describing various children and then questioned as to whether they would 
refer these children for inclusion in gifted programs. The results of the study clearly 
showed that teachers were influenced by learning disability labels. Bianco found that 
teacher comments frequently centred on narrow concepts of giftedness such as an 
emphasis upon high general intelligence measured by group or individual 
intelligence tests or high achievement test scores. Typically, teachers within Bianco’s 
survey group had low expectations of the gifted students identified with learning 
disabilities. Thus, stereotypical beliefs can limit the opportunities provided to gifted 
students with a learning disability, or exclude them from gifted programs.  
Another study on stereotypical beliefs about giftedness and learning 
disabilities, conducted by Reis, Neu, and McGuire (1995), focussed on 12 high 
ability college students with a learning disability who were achieving successfully in 
an academic setting. The researchers interviewed the students and their parents and 
reviewed school records in order to identify the challenges and problems faced by the 
students during their elementary and secondary school years. All of the participants 
reported negative school experiences with several common themes apparent. Half of 
the students in the study had been made to repeat a year level during their school 
years. The retention was generally based on reading and writing skills not being 
mastered. In some cases the retention was based on behavioural problems described 
by the participants as resulting from the frustrations they typically experienced. The 
retention was considered by the students as a source of shame (Moon & Reis, 2004; 
Reis et al., 1995) impacting upon their social emotional well-being. All of the 
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participants recalled negative experiences with teachers and most of the participants 
remembered experiencing problems with their peers. Reis, Neu, and McGuire (1995) 
reported that for many of the students the experience of talking about school 
memories was troubling. Several students in the study indicated that they tried not to 
think about their school experiences with some students admitting that they tended to 
“block out” (p. 73) the most painful memories of school such as repeated punishment 
for not completing work on time or cruel treatment by peers and teachers. Although 
common themes were identified by Reis, Neu, and McGuire and negative school 
experiences were reported, a comprehensive understanding of this experience was 
not attained. Research which aims to explore the lived experience of school for gifted 
students with a learning disability needs to be conducted during the students’ time in 
school. Such research would not be contaminated by lapsed time and is possibly less 
likely to be “blocked” as a memory too painful to recall. Additionally, there might be 
an opportunity for the research to inform the students’ remaining schooling. 
Therefore, this study focussed upon gifted students with a learning disability who 
were currently enrolled in school. 
2.3.3 Masking effects of giftedness and learning disability 
Complications also arise from the difficulties associated with identifying gifted 
students with learning disabilities due to the possibility of masking effects. These 
effects occur when the heightened intellectual ability obscures a learning disability, 
or the learning disability obscures the heightened intellectual ability. As a result, 
although these students have varying patterns of strengths and weaknesses they may 
achieve at an average level in the classroom (Volker, Lopata, & Cook-Cottone, 2006; 
Williams King, 2005). Therefore, they are unlikely to be referred for either gifted 
programs, or for support to remediate their learning disability.  
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The problematic outcome of the masking of heightened intellectual ability is 
that teachers may develop unrealistically low expectations of the student’s capacity 
to achieve academically (Chaffey, Bailey, & Vine, 2003). Alternatively, a learning 
disability may not be identified and the student will not receive the assistance and 
support required. As a result, these students might underachieve and develop social 
and emotional problems (Baum, 1990; Chaffey et al., 2003).  This impact is a focus 
of this study.  
The pattern of strengths and weaknesses typical of gifted students with a 
learning disability may cause them to underperform on IQ tests. This is problematic 
if IQ test scores are used exclusively as a basis for inclusion in gifted programs. 
Problems associated with this practice were highlighted in a study conducted at the 
Gifted Education Research and Resource Information Centre (GERRIC) in New 
South Wales (Majkut & Rogers, 2005). Between March, 2004 and July, 2005 170 
children, aged between six and 14 years of age were tested by psychologists at the 
Gifted Education Research and Resource Information Centre. The test administered 
was the WISC-IV (Wechlser Intelligence Scale for Children -4th edition). Full Scale 
and Index scores of these children were reviewed by Majkut and Rogers (2005). The 
aim of the study was to determine the number of children who did not meet the 
overall IQ cut off score of 130, commonly used to identify students for gifted 
programs, but who fell into the Very Superior range on either the Verbal 
Comprehension Index (VCI) or Perceptual Reasoning Index (PRI). These scores 
were of particular relevance to Majkut and Rogers who were exploring how VCI and 
PRI performance correlates with intellectual giftedness. Results of the study showed 
that there were 40 children who performed in the Very Superior range on either VCI 
or PRI. These students would not be recognised for their areas of exceptional 
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performance if consideration was only given to global estimates of functioning. 
Consequently, Majkut and Rogers (2005) recommended that in the identification 
process of gifted children, educators and psychologists should take into account 
performance across the Index scores. 
IQ sub-test scores may provide a source of valuable information by 
identifying gifted performance in the Verbal Comprehension Index or Perceptual 
Reasoning Index. The sub-test scores may also help to diagnose a learning disability 
through the student’s performance on the Working Memory index or Processing 
Speed index (Majkut & Rogers, 2005). A difficulty arises, however, in finding a 
typical pattern of abilities on the sub-test scores for students with a learning 
disability. A study was conducted by D’Angiulli and Siegle (2003) to determine if 
children with learning difficulties have a distinctive pattern of performance when 
tested using the WISC-R. They examined data from 121 children with typical 
achievement, 143 children with reading disabilities and 100 children with a specific 
arithmetic disability. Their findings showed that although there were some children 
with learning disabilities who typically show the predicted patterns to indicate a 
learning disability, 65% of the children did not. D'Angiulli and Siegle (2003) 
concluded that their results indicate that the patterns of performance on intelligence 
tests are not reliable enough for the diagnosis of learning disability in individual 
children. This study did not appear to consider the possibility of the coexistence of a 
learning disability and giftedness. Due to the effects of masking, there may have 
been unidentified gifted students in any of the groups of students, helping to account 
for the discrepancies in patterns of performance. Therefore, even though a typical 
pattern could not be concluded from the D'Angiulli and Siegle study, the analysis of 
sub-test score results should not be discounted because if used cautiously they may 
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uncover further information about the learning needs of individual students. For 
example, a student may display a relative weakness in perceptual speed processing. 
This sub-test provides a measure of the student’s ability to quickly and correctly 
scan, sequence, or discriminate simple, visual information. It also measures short-
term visual memory, attention and visual-motor coordination. This ability can impact 
upon decoding, spelling, copying and handwriting (Majkut & Rogers, 2005). 
Therefore, a low score on the sub-test may help to explain the underlying cause for a 
student’s difficulty.  
When used diagnostically, IQ sub-test scores could help students identify, 
understand and develop their abilities from their initial level to the highest level 
possible (Feldhusen & Jarwan, 2002). If IQ sub-test scores were used in this way, 
gifted students with a learning disability could recognise their individual strengths, 
while also developing strategies to assist them to overcome some of the obstacles in 
the way of further talent development. Such an awareness may reduce the risk of 
students generalising their difficulties in one area as failure overall, thus having a 
positive impact upon their self-efficacy and academic achievement (see Section 
2.3.4).    
Along with IQ sub-test scores, identification of gifted students with a learning 
disability can be enlightened by parent information (Silverman, 1990). The research 
suggests that, parents should be interviewed to determine specific interests, 
behaviours and developmental milestones.  In addition, giftedness is characterised by 
heightened sensitivity, and is viewed as an intrinsically experienced phenomenon 
(see Section 2.2.1), hence, student views should also be sought. The use of student 
voice, with students describing their learning strengths and weaknesses, their 
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aspirations and concerns, may result in additional information which can elaborate 
on current literature and understanding of the needs of these students.  
What the literature suggests is a balance of both qualitative and quantitative 
information to identify giftedness and possibly confirm the diagnosis of a learning 
disability (Rogers, 2002). Quantitative data in the form of a psychometric assessment 
can serve to highlight an otherwise unrecognised capacity for academic achievement. 
Qualitative descriptors indicating the possible behavioural characteristics of gifted 
students with a learning disability can help to draw attention to individual strengths 
and potential obstacles to academic achievement. Used together quantitative data and 
qualitative descriptors can create a more complete picture of the learning profile of 
the individual. This information might assist in identification of giftedness, confirm a 
diagnosis of a learning disability and also indicate what might be required in terms of 
intervention strategies, scaffolding or challenge. Therefore, a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative information was used in this study to identify gifted 
students with a learning disability. 
2.3.4 Social and emotional problems 
Concomitant giftedness and learning disability creates complex social and emotional 
problems for students. The confusion caused by being able to do some tasks 
effortlessly while stumbling at others can lead to turmoil and anxiety. Like most 
gifted students, gifted students with learning disabilities have high expectations of 
achievement (Williams King, 2005). A problem is, however, that these expectations 
are not always realistic (Williams King, 2005). As a result, the students might 
experience repeated incidents of failure and begin to lose their confidence in their 
ability to succeed (Baum et al., 2001; Moon & Reis, 2004). Over time this lack of 
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confidence impacts upon their self-efficacy for academic tasks (Schunk, 1991) which 
will be discussed in Chapter 3.  
Another social-emotional aspect of giftedness is that it is often characterised 
by heightened intensity (Silverman, 1998, 2005; Webb, 2000). It is acknowledged 
that gifted students are typically energetic, enthusiastic, intensely absorbed in their 
pursuits, endowed with vivid imagination, sensuality, moral sensitivity, and 
emotional vulnerability. That is, they display heightened intensity of experience 
(Piechowski, 1995). Silverman (1998) claims that when there is increased 
developmental asynchrony, such as in the case of gifted students with learning 
disabilities, the intensity of experience or over excitabilities noted by Piechowski 
(1995) is extreme. These experiences lead to feelings of confusion, frustration and 
fear of failure as gifted students with learning disabilities try to resolve the 
dichotomy of mixed messages, finding some tasks easy while struggling on others 
(Moon & Reis, 2004; Williams King, 2005). Gifted students with a learning 
disability have a heightened sensitivity to failure and are troubled by the vast 
discrepancy between what they can and cannot do (Baum et al., 2001). This 
sensitivity is more exaggerated in its impact upon the social-emotional well-being of 
gifted students with a learning disability, than is typical for conventional learning 
disabled students (Baum et al., 2001). Hence, gifted students with learning 
disabilities are at greater risk of not only developing low concepts of their own self-
worth, but more complex emotional disorders such as anxiety and depression 
(Gardynik & McDonald, 2005).  
As a result of prior experiences of failure to achieve academically many 
students with a learning disability are reluctant to take risks or commit to new 
learning situations in domains where they have struggled previously, even when 
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teachers have differentiated the curriculum (Westwood, 2011). This is frustrating for 
teachers and is often interpreted as a lack of intrinsic motivation on the part of the 
student. However, this reluctance to participate in new learning situations is the 
direct consequence of perceived failures and lack of academic success in the past 
(Westwood, 2011). Lasting negative effects on self-esteem have been shown to be 
produced from attaining poor outcomes from personal efforts to learn (Hattie, 2008, 
2009; William, 2011). In fact, some students find it difficult to separate failing in 
school from failing completely as a person (Cross & Vidyarthi, 2000). The effects of 
this sense of failure are cumulative and will not diminish without long term 
experiences of academic success and the development of an understanding of 
personal strengths and weaknesses (Westwood, 2011). After all, it is easier to admit, 
and to cope with weaknesses, if one knows that there are also areas of strength that 
can be drawn upon. 
2.3.5 Curriculum programming considerations 
The identification of a student as gifted with a learning disability, however, is not the 
end, but the beginning of a new process. When a school identifies a student as gifted 
with a learning disability, there follows a moral responsibility to provide constructive 
educational opportunities by making modifications to curriculum programming 
(Stewart, 1998).  In Australia, the context of this study, the entitlement of each 
student to knowledge, understanding and skills that provide a foundation for 
successful lifelong learning is recognised in the national curriculum. In a recently 
released fact sheet on how the curriculum caters for diverse learners (including gifted 
students) it is stated that, “the Australian Curriculum promotes excellence and equity 
in education. The Australian Curriculum is based on the assumptions that each 
student can learn and that the needs of every student are important” (ACARA, 2012).  
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Therefore, it is important that research which highlights the learning needs of gifted 
students with a learning disability is conducted so that effective curriculum planning 
might be undertaken. Curriculum modifications might then impact positively on the 
lived experiences of gifted students with a learning disability helping to improve 
self-concepts, in particular self-efficacy, and consequently academic achievement 
and motivation. 
Curriculum programming for gifted students with a learning disability needs 
to consider factors such as student self-concept, the inclusion of intellectually 
challenging tasks, student strengths and areas of interests (VanTassel-Baska & 
Stambaugh, 2005). The self-concept of gifted students with a learning disability 
varies with curriculum programming (Nielsen & Morton-Albert, 1989). Ideally the 
educational experiences for gifted students with a learning disability should focus on 
the development of the students’ strengths while also providing assistance to 
compensate for the weaknesses (Baum, 1990, 2004a; Beckley, 1998; Brody & Mills, 
1997; Coleman, 2001; Davis & Rimm, 1994). In this way, increased improvement is 
observed, both academically and in terms of the self-concept of the gifted/learning 
disabled student (Whitmore & Maker, 1985). Self-concept is a view of oneself that is 
formed through direct experience and evaluations adopted from significant others 
(Bandura, 1997, 2001; Schunk & Pajares, 2004). It involves beliefs about personal 
competence and feelings of self-worth. Self-concept tends to be a more generalised 
view of one’s competence. The findings of the study by Nielsen and Morton-Albert 
(1989) showed that if students received primarily learning disability services their 
self-concept was lower, whereas if they experienced gifted programming services 
their self-concept was higher. Students who were placed in self-contained 
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gifted/learning disabled classes also displayed poor self-concepts (Nielsen & 
Morton-Albert, 1989).  
Gifted students with a learning disability do not benefit from curriculum 
programming with a remediation focus if the assigned tasks are not perceived to be 
challenging enough (Baum, 1990). Too often, Baum (2004a) maintains, students 
diagnosed as learning disabled who are also gifted are offered the same remedial 
menu as their average ability, learning disabled peers. In a study comparing gifted 
students, gifted students with a learning disability and average learning disabled 
students, Baum (2004a) found gifted students with a learning disability to be more 
creative than their learning disabled peers with more productive extra-curricular 
interests than gifted students and students with a learning disability. Similarly, in the 
study conducted by Reis et al. (1995) involving 12 high ability students with learning 
disabilities who were achieving in an academic setting, all of the students reported 
positive involvement in out-of-school activities. Many of the students excelled in 
athletics and sports or displayed passionate interests and hobbies. The researchers 
hypothesised that this finding might indicate a way in which gifted students with a 
learning disability could balance out their negative school experiences. Reis et al. 
(1995) also concluded that these positive extra-curricular experiences helped the 
participating students to develop positive attitudes which enabled them to succeed 
later in academic settings.  
Baum’s (2004a) study also indicated that gifted students with a learning 
disability tended to be the most disruptive of the three groups studied and perceived 
themselves as academic failures. Gifted students, and students with a learning 
disability, were shown in the study to be satisfied with their school performances. 
Difficulties arose, Baum (2004a) proposed, because the gifted students with a 
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learning disability were able to succeed at complex tasks at home and therefore did 
not view the mastery of simple, routine tasks, typically presented to them through 
remediation intervention, as challenging and therefore worthwhile accomplishments. 
The lack of challenge which is characteristic of remediation intervention raises 
serious concerns. Lack of challenge has been listed as the most commonly identified 
cause for classroom boredom and disengagement by gifted students (Kanevsky & 
Keighley, 2003). Therefore attention needs to be given to offering challenge in the 
areas of students’ strengths thus allowing opportunities for them to demonstrate their 
advanced abilities and to experience a sense of success in more complex tasks.  
Research focussing on gifted students at risk, including gifted students with a 
learning disability, has successfully used attention to students’ gifts, abilities or 
intelligence as an intervention for promoting academic success (Baum, Olenchak, & 
Owen, 2004). The Baum et al. study showed that modifications in curriculum, pacing 
and instructional strategies had positive effects on increasing student attention, while 
also improving self-regulatory behaviour and achievement. By offering higher levels 
of challenge and problem-solving opportunities, especially in the students’ strength 
and interest areas, students became more engaged. Failing to serve the ‘gift’, Baum 
et al. caution, in order to focus on remedying the weakness, may produce far greater 
academic, social and emotional problems.  
One particular enrichment program, established by Baum (2004a) for a group 
of seven students identified as gifted with learning disabilities, was based on the 
Enrichment Triad Model developed by Renzulli (1985).The Enrichment Triad Model 
offers students opportunities for self-directed learning through the use of different 
types of activities. Activities move from exposure to different types of interest areas 
to a single topic for further study at a more in depth level. During the process, 
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students are given opportunities to develop the skills and processes needed to 
investigate their chosen problem or topic effectively (Renzulli & Reis, 1985). 
Baum’s (2004a) enrichment program was based on the following four assumptions:  
(a) in order for potential to be realised it was necessary to develop superior 
talents, (b) activities should encompass strengths and interests in order to 
provide challenges and motivation, (c) problematic weaknesses should be 
circumvented while allowing opportunities for abstract thinking and creative 
production, and (d) creative behaviour must be reinforced and appreciated  
(p. 3).  
Results of the enrichment program showed improved learning behaviours, time on 
task and motivation. Improved student outcomes such as these warrant further 
investigation and application in order to find if these results can be replicated.  
Research which explicitly explores the impact of curriculum programming 
modifications on the lives of gifted students with a learning disability is needed. 
Although it is possible to measure academic improvements through quantitative 
research, a detailed account of the effects on attitudes and motivation is not provided 
through this method. It is important to know which curriculum modifications are 
seen by gifted students with a learning disability as the most effective in creating 
positive school experiences while also impacting upon motivation and achievement. 
Research which provides an opportunity for understanding the experiences of 
students might provide additional information about constructive curriculum 
modification for gifted students with a learning disability. 
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2.3.6 Summary 
Due to the diverse nature of gifted students with a learning disability, the possible 
effects of masking and lack of knowledge about the condition, these students often 
go unrecognised in classrooms and their behaviours are often misinterpreted. 
Descriptions of the learning characteristics of gifted students with a learning 
disability (Section 2.2.3) can help to increase teacher awareness of the behaviours of 
these students. If a student demonstrates many of the characteristics described then a 
closer evaluation and assessment is warranted in order to determine if a learning 
disability exists along with giftedness.  
An understanding of students’ strengths and weaknesses needs to be 
developed both for students and teachers. Students require this understanding so that 
they are able to deal with the confusion and frustrations they typically experience. 
Teachers need to be aware of this profile of strengths and obstacles to learning, so 
that they can plan an appropriate curriculum which provides support and offers the 
required challenges necessary to improve the academic achievement for gifted 
students with a learning disability. Programming for gifted students with learning 
disabilities should allow for modifications to curriculum pacing and instructional 
strategies, while offering challenges in areas of student interest and opportunities for 
problem solving.  
2.4 Gifted Students with a Reading Disability 
This section focuses specifically on the characteristics of gifted students who have a 
reading disability. Reading is acknowledged as a complex learning task typically 
involving different processes (Casalis, 2004; Mann, 2003), which will be discussed 
shortly (Section 2.4.1). Those students whose reading ability is delayed by at least 
one to two years behind that which is expected for their age are considered as having 
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a specific reading disability despite conventional instruction, adequate intelligence 
and sociocultural opportunity (Casalis, 2004). For gifted students, this discrepancy 
can be exacerbated by their interest in topics typically communicated in complex 
texts. For example, a gifted student interested in medicine may seek to read a science 
journal as opposed to a basal reading text. It is important to understand the needs of 
gifted students with a reading disability for two reasons.  
First, the concepts of giftedness and learning disability embody both a 
substantial and diverse range of individuals. When these two concepts interact, as is 
the case for students where giftedness and a learning disability are concomitant, the 
diversity is no less, although often more complicated. Focussing on the issues for this 
diverse group in a general sense becomes very broad and less helpful in a practical 
sense (Volker et al., 2006). A difficulty for practitioners is that not all students with 
learning disabilities demonstrate all of the deficits (see Section 2.1.2) all of the time. 
Therefore, inconsistencies in learning can explain only learning disabilities in 
general. More focussed attention is required on specific types of learning disabilities 
in order to provide practical and meaningful advice for teachers (Kavale & Forness, 
2003).  
Second, reading disability is regarded as the most commonly occurring form 
of learning disability (Fletcher et al., 2003). A student with a reading disability will 
have problems accessing text-based work in all academic domains (Daniel et al., 
2006; Swanson & Sáez, 2003). Assessment for these students also becomes 
problematic because generally they must first read what is required of them. They 
may well know the answers when asked orally by the examiner, but not be able to 
interpret the required response by reading the question when it is presented in text 
form (Fox, Dinsmore, & Alexander, 2010). Therefore, not only is reading disability 
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the most commonly occurring form of learning disability, it also has the potential to 
have the most impact on a student’s academic achievement across all domains.  
2.4.1 Processes in the development of reading skills 
There are five critical processes in the development of reading skills in the English 
language (Siegle, 2003): phonological processing, syntactic awareness, semantic 
processing, orthographic processing and working memory. Typically, these processes 
are integrated simultaneously (Munro, 2005).  
Phonological processing (phonological awareness) involves the association of 
sounds with letters or combinations of letters. This skill is considered to be 
fundamental for decoding print and critical to early development in acquiring basic 
alphabetic and phonologically based reading skills that underlie fluent word 
recognition (Lovett, Barron, & Benson, 2003; Siegle, 2003; Troia, 2004; Whitmore 
& Maker, 1985; Winch, Johnston, March, Ljungdahl, & Holliday, 2004). 
Phonological awareness involves the ability to hear the sounds (phonemes) in words 
including recognition of rhyme and alliteration, a capacity to separate the sounds in 
words (segmentation) and the ability to put sound units  together to build a word, a 
skill referred to as blending (Westwood, 2011; Winch et al., 2004). It is considered to 
be one of the best predictors of reading success and individual differences in reading 
achievement (Melby-Lervag, Lyster, & Hulme, 2012).  
Syntactic awareness, sometimes referred to as grammatical sensitivity, 
involves the ability to understand the syntax of language (Siegle, 2003). It requires 
knowledge of the word order rules that establish how sentences are organised 
(Vellutino, Fletcher, Snowling, & Scanlon, 2004). Syntactic awareness enables fluent 
and efficient reading of text and requires the making of predictions about words that 
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come next. It enables the student to recognise when reading errors are made so that 
self-correction can occur (Vellutino et al., 2004).  
Semantic processing refers to the understanding of word meaning (Siegle, 
2003; Swanson & Alexander, 1997). It enables a reader to make a prediction about 
an unfamiliar word based on the meaning of the sentence or story in which the word 
is located (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003).  
Orthographic processing is concerned with the understanding of the writing 
conventions of the language being read and knowledge of correct and incorrect 
spelling (Siegle, 2003; Swanson & Alexander, 1997). It requires an understanding of 
how letters in words are organised (Vellutino et al., 2004). This understanding 
includes: knowledge about spaces between words; acceptable and unacceptable letter 
sequences; and information about the pronunciation of words i.e., that letters 
represent different sounds depending upon where they are positioned in the word 
(Cassar & Treiman, 2004).  
Working memory refers to the ability to hold information in short-term 
storage while also processing information and retrieving information from long-term 
storage (Siegle, 2003; Swanson & Alexander, 1997). It plays an important role in the 
reading process because the reader must orchestrate several tasks for example, 
decoding or recognising words while also remembering what has already been read 
and recalling what is known about language rules. Phonological awareness and 
phonological coding in working memory are considered core processes in literacy 
development (Meschyan & Hernandez, 2004; Troia, 2004). Troia (2004) and 
Meschyan and Hernandez (2004) claim that working memory predicts variance in 
reading ability beyond that predicted by phonological awareness.  
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Variations in the development of these five processes (phonological 
processing, syntactic awareness, semantic processing, orthographic processing and 
working memory) exist for gifted readers, students with a specific reading disability 
and gifted students with a specific reading disability. Therefore, research is needed 
which highlights these variations so that teachers might be better informed about 
ways to provide quality, effective instruction. Reading ability varies and it should not 
be assumed that all students will learn to read in the same way (Howe, Thames, & 
Kazelskis, 1997).  
Two reading approaches have dominated reading instruction over the past 
decades with the commonly held belief that there have been ‘pendulum swings’ 
between educators’ use of the two approaches (Stahl, 2006). According to Stahl 
(2006) there have been continual swings between the use of whole word 
methodologies (focus on context and meaning) and direct phonics instruction. In 
more recent times the need for a ‘balanced’ approach, combining instruction in 
decoding and comprehension strategies, has been identified (Stahl, 2006). Such an 
approach recognises that differences in some students will impede their learning 
through commonly used reading approaches, requiring that modifications are made 
to allow for variations in students’ strengths and weaknesses (Howe et al., 1997). 
These variations will be discussed in more detail later (Section 2.4.2).  
2.4.2 Variations in reading development 
Teaching reading is a time intensive task, with many hours per week of instructional 
time devoted to it, especially in primary school classrooms (Wood, 2008). Sitting 
within these classrooms is a diverse range of students with varying levels of 
development in reading. This section explores variation in the reading development 
of: gifted students (Section 2.4.2.1); students who have a reading disability (Section 
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2.4.2.2); and those students who have a reading disability but who are also gifted 
(Section 2.4.2.3). 
2.4.2.1 Gifted students 
This section describes differences in reading development both for gifted students 
learning to read, and also for students who are gifted readers. This distinction is 
important since the terms gifted student and gifted reader are often viewed as 
synonymous (Cramond, 2004). Yet, a student can be gifted and not be a proficient 
reader, as is the case for gifted students with a learning disability in reading, and 
similarly, a student may be a proficient reader but not be gifted. In each instance they 
will have differing instructional needs.  
Typically, gifted readers, and gifted students learning to read, require less 
drilling of basic skills than their average ability peers (Moore, 2005). They are able 
to hold their attention for longer periods, and have an ability to remember larger 
quantities of information (Moore, 2005). Consequently, they can become bored and 
frustrated with repetitive work and low-level reading activities, such as completing 
phonics worksheets and whole-group reading tasks which typically utilise books with 
simple sentence structures and vocabulary.  
Students who are gifted in the area of reading are defined as students who 
read and comprehend text two or more years beyond their chronological age as 
measured on a standardised reading test or who have the potential for high reading 
performance (Wood, 2008). Young gifted readers are reported to use phrases and 
entire sentences at an early age that accurately include sophisticated vocabulary 
words (Moore, 2005). They are also able to use context and picture cues more 
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effectively than their peers to aid word identification and comprehension (Moore, 
2005).   
Gifted readers are considered to use more effective reading strategies than 
average readers (Moore, 2005).  In particular gifted readers use a wider repertoire of 
cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005).  It is this 
ability to use strategies effectively, appropriately and flexibly that is the most critical 
locus of success or failure in reading progress (Jackson, Donaldson, & Cleland, 
1988). Cognitive strategies increase the likelihood of comprehension and include 
strategies such as re-reading, connecting to prior background knowledge and 
modifying reading speed (Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005).  Metacognitive strategies 
involve self-monitoring and regulating strategies that focus on both the process and 
product of reading.  These strategies help the reader to monitor their level of 
comprehension and then assist in the selection of cognitive strategies if required. It is 
this ability to draw upon and co-ordinate multiple strategies that sets gifted readers 
apart from their peers (Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005) and which necessitates a 
different approach to reading instruction (Cramond, 2004; Tomlinson, 2005). 
Furthermore, gifted students learning to read may not acquire reading skills in 
the typical sequence in which they are taught (Cramond, 2004). For example, a gifted 
reader may learn to read without the commonly taught word attack skills. Although 
the students might not have some of these basic skills they can comprehend at high 
levels and read fluently. Therefore, careful consideration needs to be given to reading 
assessment practices so that low performance in a basic skill is not erroneously 
interpreted as low reading ability.   
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2.4.2.2 Students with a reading disability 
Students with a reading disability differ in the development of reading processes 
from students who are typically achieving (Kirby, Booth, & Das, 1996) or who are 
simply below average without an underlying reading disability. A discussion of this 
latter group is beyond the scope of this study.  
The most common difference between students who have a reading disability 
and poor readers, noted in the literature about reading acquisition, is a deficit in the 
area of phonological processing (Brunswick, 2004; Conlon, Zimmer-Gembeck, 
Creed, & Tucker, 2006; Deacon, Parrila, & Kirby, 2006; Lovett et al., 2003; Mann, 
2003; Miller, Sanchez, & Hynd, 2003; Swanson & Sáez, 2003; Vellutino et al., 
2004). There has been extensive research since 1990 on phonological processing 
(Castles & Coltheart, 2004). Deficits in phonological processing are characterised by 
what Lovett et al., (2003) term an “arrest in development” and they are known to 
persist into adulthood for individuals with childhood histories of reading disability 
(Casalis, 2004; Deacon et al., 2006; Lovett et al., 2003). A review of literature by 
Conlon and colleagues (Conlon, Zimmer-Gembeck, Creed, & Tucker, 2006) revealed 
evidence that children with a reading disability perform less accurately on 
phonological processing tasks than their age equivalent peers with no reading 
disability, showing that it is an authentic deficit in phonological skills as opposed to a 
developmental lag. Children who have poor phonological processing skills typically 
experience problems when segmenting words into their component sounds (Conlon 
et al., 2006; Lovett et al., 2003). Differentiation between individual sounds in spoken 
words is also problematic, along with blending individual sounds to form a spoken 
word (Lovett et al., 2003). For children with this problem, reading is hesitant, lacking 
in fluency, with multiple mispronunciations (Sousa, 2001). Research conducted by 
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Brunswick (2004) and Miller et al., (2003) supports these findings. It is argued by 
Miller et al., (2003) that there are direct links between phonological processing 
difficulties and specific areas of brain functioning, supporting the notion that there is 
a deficit, rather than a developmental delay. Neurological evidence of phonological 
deficits in students with a reading disability has been provided through research 
(Pugh, Mencl, Jenner, Katz, Frost, Lee, Shaywitz, & Shaywitz, 2000). The research 
involved MRI imaging of 29 dyslexic participants and 32 non-impaired readers, aged 
between 16 and 54. Results of the study indicated that neurobiological anomalies in 
developmental dyslexia are predominantly confined to the phonological processing 
domain.  
A causal link between phonological awareness (a sub-skill of phonological 
processing) and success in reading, however, is still unproven according to Castles 
and Coltheart (2004). They claim that no study has given unequivocal evidence that a 
link exists. Focussing on studies highlighting the effects of phonological awareness 
training on reading success, Castles and Coltheart (2004) question the hypothesis that 
phonological awareness represents a distinct set of spoken-language skills that 
precede and directly influence the process of reading. They proposed a set of 
requirements that would have to be met in order for empirical evidence to support the 
hypothesis. At the essence of Castle and Coltheart’s argument is that the awareness 
of phonological units will not cause children to be able to read but that it will cause 
them to be better at learning to read at some later date. Within this narrow argument 
the researchers concede that phonological awareness is an important skill in learning 
to read; whether or not the skills cause reading to develop is a moot point. The issue 
is that students who have a deficit in this area will find learning to read more difficult 
than their peers without such a deficit.  
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The debate about the link between phonological processing and reading 
success continues. In response to Castles and Coltheart (2004), Hulme, Snowling, 
Carioles and Carroll (2005) point out that the balance of research evidence 
demonstrates that a causal link does exist between phonological awareness and 
success in reading. They also suggest, however, that it is important to remember that 
learning to read involves the interplay of language skills including semantic 
processing, syntactic awareness, orthographic processing and working memory, and 
that difficulties learning to read should be considered in a multi-causal system 
(Hulme, Snowling, Caravolos, & Carroll, 2005). A meta-analysis conducted by the 
National Reading Panel in the United States revealed evidence that when phonemic 
awareness training is contextualised within literacy instruction, there are beneficial 
outcomes for children experiencing difficulty learning to read (Ehri et al., 2001). 
Findings of a study involving 190 students from South East Queensland schools 
conducted by Conlon, Zimmer-Gembeck, Creed, and Tucker (2006) support this 
stance.  
Furthermore, it was claimed, by Conlon et al., (2006), that the research 
provided evidence of the role that student perception of reading competence plays in 
reading achievement. An analysis of the data collected in the study revealed that 
children’s perceptions of their own reading competence and the level of difficulty 
they reported with reading explained a significant portion of the variance for the 
different reading skills within the sample group. These findings have significance for 
future research and intervention. Further research that also explores the influence of 
student attitudes on reading achievement needs to be conducted to determine the 
nature of student perceptions and how these perceptions impact on reading 
achievement and motivation. Research such as this can help inform targeted 
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assistance for gifted students with a reading disability by considering the particular 
learning needs of the students. 
2.4.2.3 Gifted students with a reading disability 
The ability to read plays a critical role in development in most academic domains 
(Fox, Dinsmore, & Alexander, 2010) with test achievement often reliant on reading 
skills (Cramond, 2004). Consequently, advanced reading ability is often identified by 
teachers as an indicator of academic achievement and giftedness (Cramond, 2004). 
This is problematic for gifted students who have a reading disability because their 
gifted abilities are less likely to be recognised. Concomitant giftedness and reading 
disability creates two paradoxical situations of strengths and challenges for learning.  
First, gifted students with a reading disability may find basic word 
recognition skills problematic and yet often manage to counteract this problem when 
reading text, by making intelligent inferences about the general idea of the text 
(Beech & Singleton, 2004). Like their gifted peers they are able to use context more 
effectively and have a better knowledge of syntax than average readers (Beech & 
Singleton, 2004). As a result of a wider range of vocabulary and general knowledge, 
these students are more likely to be able to offset word recognition problems (Beech 
& Singleton, 2004). Therefore, the students are more likely to be able to mask the 
difficulties that they are experiencing in learning to read. These differing skill levels 
also add to the confusion for teachers, parents and the students. The students may be 
able to conduct a high level discussion on a topic of interest, using sophisticated 
vocabulary, and then at the same time have difficulty reading simple words such as 
‘that’ and ‘this’ (Beech & Singleton, 2004).    
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Second, gifted students with a reading disability may experience difficulties 
with phonological awareness, and score poorly on tests which focus on word 
recognition, and yet be able to comprehend texts at a higher level (Beech & 
Singleton, 2004; Casalis, 2004; Volker et al., 2006). Due to their higher cognitive 
skills, they are able to compensate for their limited skills in other areas (Casalis, 
2004). For example, they may be able to apply their general knowledge and syntactic 
knowledge to work out what a passage or text means, rather than focussing on each 
word. These findings are in line with the conclusions made by Hulme et al., (2005). 
Although phonological awareness is important for reading success, so too are the 
other language domains of syntax, semantics, orthographic processing and working 
memory.  
This paradox of strengths and weaknesses, Munro (2005) maintains, is 
evident in the students’ patterns of performance on IQ tests. Although patterns of 
performance on IQ tests have been shown to be unreliable for the diagnosis of a 
learning disability (D'Angiulli & Siegle, 2003) and reading disability specifically 
(McCoach et al., 2001), Munro (2005) maintains that three groups can be identified 
within the gifted literacy disabled student population when using scales such as the 
WISC (Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children). These groups are made up of 
students who have superior knowledge in either one, or both, of Verbal 
Comprehension and Perceptual Organisation (Munro, 2005). These groupings have 
not been taken into account in this study because WISC assessments were not 
available for all participating students.  
It is recognised that gifted students with a reading disability need to work 
much harder to achieve average results in reading and consequently in other print-
based curriculum areas (Reis et al., 1995; Silverman, 1998). This constant struggle 
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needs to be understood (Davies & McNeil, 2005) in order that adequate scaffolding 
of tasks is provided and that underperformance is not misinterpreted as laziness or 
lack of ability generally.  
The impact of the continual struggle and frustrations faced by gifted students 
with a reading disability cannot be overlooked and requires that a different 
instructional approach is taken. When a learning disability, such as reading disability, 
is present in gifted children, Webb (2000) argues that a different approach is required 
because new dimensions are added by the giftedness. Along with Silverman (1998), 
he suggests that personality factors intensify and have greater life effects when the 
intelligence level increases beyond IQ 130. Therefore, intervention for gifted 
students with a reading disability is essential because these students tend to evaluate 
themselves based more on what they cannot do rather than what they are able to do 
(see Section 2.2.3). Consequently, they are more likely to focus on their difficulties 
in reading rather than their gifted abilities. This can impact negatively on their 
attitudes towards reading, upon their sense of self, and eventually, upon their 
academic achievement. Yet, there is a paucity of research on the needs and attitudes 
of these students, particularly from the point of view of the students themselves, 
which is the focus of this study.  
Research which highlights the experiences and concerns of gifted students 
with a reading disability is important. Table 2.2 provides a summary of the key 
issues impacting upon gifted students with a reading disability at school cited. 
Further research which documents the lived experience of gifted students with a 
reading disability can enlighten these issues further. 
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Table.2.3 
Key Issues  
Issues Source 
• Misidentification – considered lazy or 
lacking in ability  
• Problems accessing print based texts 
in all curriculum areas 
• Lack of challenge  
• Highly self-critical leading to anxiety 
and frustration 
 
• Need to work harder to achieve 
average results  
Davies & McNeil, 2005 
 
Daniel et al., 2006; Swanson & Sáez, 
2003 
Baum, 2004b 
Baum, 2004b; Gardynik & McDonald, 
2005; Reis & Ruban, 2004; Silverman, 
1998; Webb, 2000; Westwood, 2008 
Reis et al., 1995 
 
2.5 Conclusion 
Gifted students who have a reading disability have learning characteristics that set 
them apart from their typically achieving peers, other gifted students and other 
students with learning disabilities. Due to these differences they require a modified 
curriculum approach which recognises their strengths and helps them to compensate 
for their weaknesses. Yet, research indicates that few teachers have received 
professional development in how to meet the instructional needs of these students 
(Wood, 2008; Wormald, 2011). Therefore, the learning needs of gifted students with 
a reading disability are unlikely to be met in the regular classroom setting. Without 
such provision these students will continue to struggle and achieve at levels lower 
than their expected ability would suggest (as predicted by WISC or Stanford Binet 5 
assessments). The exceptionality of gifted students with a reading disability results in 
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a different lived experience of school. These experiences impact on attitudes, 
motivation and achievement. The lived school experiences of gifted students with a 
reading disability needs to be understood, both by educators and by the students 
themselves so that these students have increased opportunities to succeed.  
The issues pertaining to gifted students with learning disabilities generally, 
and with a reading disability specifically are complex. However, there is still little 
documentation detailing the lived experience of being both gifted and learning 
disabled in the area of reading. Such information would assist teachers to understand 
the possible frustrations experienced by these students. The available literature tends 
to be generalised by nature with little attention given to the experiences of gifted 
students with a reading disability, particularly from a student perspective.  
Increasing emphasis is being placed on the role of student’s attitudes, values, 
opinions, ambitions and motivations during learning (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003; 
Schunk, 2003; Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005). However, there is little research into 
these affective factors that focuses specifically on reading and the influence that 
affective factors seem to have on reading performance (Henk & Melnick, 1995; 
Howe et al., 1997). Throughout the literature, recognition is given to the acquisition 
of skills and abilities as important factors for learning. However, it is also recognised 
that by themselves skills are insufficient to explain variations in learning and 
motivation within student populations (Conlon et al., 2006). In fact, it is suggested 
that even the most proven instructional technologies may be ineffective if students do 
not believe they possess the ability to learn (Nelson & Manset-Williamson, 2006). 
There is limited research that focuses upon the impact this has on gifted students 
with a reading disability. Hence, this study will contribute to addressing the gap in 
the literature. 
 68 
 
2.6 Chapter Summary 
Gifted students, students with a learning disability and gifted students with a learning 
disability have a diverse range of learning needs. One group of students typically 
overlooked in the literature is gifted students with a learning disability and yet, 
concomitant giftedness and learning disability creates many complications for 
educators and for the students themselves. There is a lack of knowledge about the 
learning profile of gifted students with a learning disability, with few educators 
recognising that it is possible to be both gifted and learning disabled.  
Gifted students who have a reading disability are at particular risk of 
underachievement and subsequent emotional problems. As a consequence of their 
reading disability they will encounter difficulties accessing text-based work in all 
academic domains leading to recurrent experiences of failure and frustration. 
Research which highlights the experiences and concerns of gifted students with a 
reading disability is important. However, to date, such research has typically been 
overlooked. 
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Chapter 3 
 Conceptual Framework 
 
3.1 Introduction 
The analysis of the literature in Chapter 2 indicates that gifted students with a 
reading disability have learning characteristics that differ from other gifted students 
and other students with learning disabilities. Furthermore, the combination of 
giftedness and a reading disability results in different experiences of school for these 
students. This can impact upon a student’s sense of self and their beliefs about their 
own learning ability. However, little is known about the beliefs gifted students with a 
reading disability have about their own learning ability, their motivation to engage in 
difficult tasks, and their academic achievement as a result of their different lived 
experiences of school.  
Affective factors are explained by an extensive body of theory and it is 
beyond the scope of this study to adequately address all areas. However, an 
important psychological construct that aids in understanding the link between lived 
experiences and the ways students engage with difficult tasks, and in learning, is 
‘self-efficacy’. Bandura’s (1986) theory of self-efficacy underpins the conceptual 
framework for this study into the lived experience of being gifted with a reading 
disability. Self-efficacy theory is part of the broader theoretical framework of social 
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). At the core of this theory is the suggestion that 
"what people think, believe, and feel affects how they behave" (Bandura, 1986, p. 
25). Self-efficacy is particularly important for this study since it determines if 
opportunities to read are sought out by students, the amount of effort expended and 
the degree of persistence demonstrated in pursuing text comprehension (Chapman & 
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Tunmer, 2003; Henk & Melnick, 1995; Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005).  All of these 
aspects will impact directly upon reading achievement and therefore the academic 
achievement of gifted students with a reading disability.   
The chapter has seven sections. Self-efficacy is defined (Section 3.2) with the 
distinction between self-efficacy, self-esteem and self-concept made (Section 3.3) in 
order to provide clarity. The three terms are regularly confused or considered to 
mean the same thing. The impact that self-efficacy has on motivation and 
achievement is discussed (Section 3.4), highlighting possible ways for improving 
self-efficacy (Section 3.5). A suggested model for understanding the link between 
learning characteristics, lived experience and self-efficacy is provided (Section 3.6). 
The model was used to guide this study; consequently, the research questions used to 
investigate each aspect of the model are also listed (Section 3.7). Finally a chapter 
summary is provided (Section 3.8). 
3.2 Self-efficacy 
An individual’s understanding or belief about their personal capabilities to produce 
designated levels of performance is termed “perceived self-efficacy” (Bandura, 1994; 
Jinks & Morgan, 1999; Schunk & Pajares, 2004; Schunk, 2012). Perceived self-
efficacy is “ people’s beliefs about their ability to produce designated levels of 
performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (Bandura, 
1994, p. 72). It is a key to encouraging a sense of agency in people that they can 
influence their lives (Schunk, 2012).  
Self-efficacy affects human functioning, both cognitively and affectively 
(Bandura, 1994). It has been shown to influence how people establish goals. For 
example, if a person has a stronger perceived self-efficacy they will set higher goal 
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challenges and will have a firmer commitment to them. Bandura (1994) claims that 
action is usually organised in thought, which helps to shape the anticipatory 
scenarios that are constructed and rehearsed. People with high self-efficacy will 
anticipate success while those with lower self-efficacy will consider failure and what 
can go wrong - self-perceptions that may in turn lead to lower aspirations with a 
decline in the quality of academic performance.  
Self-efficacy is not concerned with the skills one has, but rather with the 
personal judgements of what one can do with the skills (Bandura, 1994). In other 
words, although a student may indeed have the necessary skills to complete a task, 
they may not believe that these skills are enough to bring about successful task 
completion. For this reason, they may avoid the task or become overly anxious and 
stressed (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002, 2003). Given that gifted students with a 
reading disability are highly self-critical and will focus more upon what they cannot 
do rather than what they can do (Baum et al., 2001; Reis & Ruban, 2004), the issue 
of their perception of their skill level is particularly problematic. The tendency for 
these students to be highly self-critical and the influence of skill level perception 
means that gifted students with a reading disability are more vulnerable to the 
development of academic low self-efficacy.  
3.3 Distinguishing Between Self-efficacy, Self-esteem and Self-concept 
Although the terms ‘self-efficacy’, ‘self-esteem’ and ‘self-concept’ are often used 
interchangeably with an assumption that they describe the same phenomenon, they 
are different entities and represent different theoretical positions. Self-concept is a 
view of oneself that is formed through direct experience and evaluations adopted 
from significant others (Bandura, 1997, 2001; Schunk & Pajares, 2004). It is what 
you know about yourself. Self-esteem is linked with judgements of self-worth, or 
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how you feel about yourself (Bandura, 1997, 2001). In contrast, self-efficacy is 
concerned with judgements of personal capacity or the notion of ‘can I do this?’ 
relating to a specific task (Gaskill & Woolfolk, 2002; Schunk, 2012).  Therefore, 
self-efficacy represents the students’ beliefs that they can do something such as tie 
their shoelaces, read a particular book, understand the text of a mathematical 
problem or write a story.  
There is not a fixed relationship between self-efficacy and self-esteem 
(Bandura, 1997, 2001). It is possible for an individual to judge themselves to be 
lacking in skills for a particular activity without suffering any loss of self-esteem if 
they do not see it to be of value. For example, I may have limited skills in playing a 
musical instrument but not have this detract from my feelings of self-worth, for 
although I would like to play an instrument, I do not value it highly. This belief 
reflects the Expectancy-Value theory initiated by Fishbein (1968). Fishbein’s theory 
suggested that behaviour is a result of the expectancies one has and the value of the 
goal one is working toward. Underpinning the theory is the assumption that people 
are goal-oriented beings (Fishbein, 1968). According to Fishbein’s theory my choice 
to play a musical instrument will depend on whether or not I expect to succeed at the 
task and the relative value I place on achieving that goal. Building upon Expectancy-
Value theory, Eccles, and Wigfield (2002) described four components of task value: 
(a) attainment value (the personal importance placed on doing well on the task); (b) 
intrinsic value (the enjoyment derived from the task or interest the person has in the 
task); (c) utility value (how a task relates to existing and future goals; and (d) cost 
(the negative aspects of engaging in the task, such as performance anxiety or the 
amount of effort required). In relation to playing a musical instrument, the task value 
for me is low. I do not place importance on doing well on the task (attainment value), 
 73 
 
my interest is relatively low (intrinsic value) and it does not fit with my current or 
existing goals (utility value). In addition, the cost of engaging in the task is too high, 
since I do not have the time required to put effort into learning a musical instrument. 
Consequently, my limited skills in playing a musical instrument do not impact upon 
my self-esteem. Expectancy-Value theory is important to consider for gifted students 
with a reading disability. If a student does not place importance on the ability to read 
(attainment value), is not interested in reading (intrinsic value), does not see the 
relevance of reading to his or her goals (utility value), and believes that learning to 
read takes too much effort (cost), it could be hypothesised that the student will not 
suffer from low self-esteem. However, if the student is gifted, and places a great deal 
of value on the ability to read (attainment value) as an avenue for learning and access 
to information (intrinsic value), in order to pursue a particular career path (utility 
value), the student could perceivably suffer from low self-esteem as a consequence.  
Self-efficacy has been linked to academic success because it influences 
behaviour that leads to success (Bandura, 1994; Jinks & Lorsbach, 2003; Schunk, 
2012). In order to succeed a person needs to be able to persevere when faced with a 
challenge. Difficult tasks need to be seen as challenges to overcome and master, not 
as threats to be avoided. Failure should be viewed as insufficient effort or a lack of 
knowledge or skills which can be attained (Dweck, 2002, 2006). These are factors 
that are developed through accurate levels of self-efficacy. Therefore, the role of 
self-efficacy in academic achievement needs to be highlighted and understood. It is 
particularly important to understand the impacts on self-efficacy in gifted students 
with a reading disability who are more vulnerable to the development of low self-
efficacy. 
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3.4 The Impact of Low Self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy can determine the course of action people choose to pursue, influence 
their levels of resilience and how much stress and depression they will experience 
when faced with obstacles (Bandura, 1997, 2001). It has been shown to influence 
effort, persistence, learning and achievement (Bandura, 1997, 2001; Jinks & Morgan, 
1999; Schunk & Pajares, 2004; Schunk, 2012). Students with high self-efficacy will 
try alternative strategies and persevere, while in contrast, students who doubt their 
ability will give up if their initial efforts do not result in perceived success. Here 
begins a spiral whereby low self-efficacy causes less effort, resulting in lower 
success and further diminished self-efficacy (Jinks & Morgan, 1999). Clearly the 
development of self-efficacy is an important element in school success because it is 
so closely linked to motivation and school achievement (Bandura, 1997; Jinks & 
Morgan, 1999; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2004).  
Students with a higher self-efficacy in reading are more likely to ask for 
assistance if they cannot complete a task, to ask questions about content and check 
for understanding (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003). In reading, they will typically 
apply a variety of strategies and if a particular strategy doesn’t work they will rethink 
and apply another strategy such as re-reading or slowing down their rate of reading 
(Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005; Walker, 2003). In contrast, less efficacious students 
will give up and avoid challenging tasks which are seen as beyond their abilities 
(Chapman & Tunmer, 2003; Henk & Melnick, 1995; Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 2005). 
They will choose easier tasks so that they can experience success (Walker, 2003). 
The problem with the avoidance of challenge is that new learning will be limited.  
This limit in new learning opportunities can be explained by Vygotsky’s 
(1978) theory of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). According to Vygotsky, 
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there are two levels of development, the actual developmental level and the level of 
potential development. The ZPD is the distance between the two levels of 
development. Vygotsky maintains that learning is ahead of actual development and is 
within the Zone of Proximal Development. Since learning is ahead of actual 
development, learning requires a degree of challenge. Hence, challenge needs to be 
viewed by students as an opportunity to learn, rather than an obstacle to be avoided. 
It could be hypothesised that by avoiding challenge, students with low self-efficacy 
are restricting their opportunities to learn and to develop their skills further. Gifted 
students with a reading disability suffering from low self-efficacy in reading, may 
avoid reading more challenging texts, thus hindering the opportunity to further 
develop their reading skills. This may result in even lower levels of self-efficacy in 
reading and further task avoidance.  
Although low self-efficacy has been shown to be problematic for reading 
development, unrealistically high self-efficacy is also problematic (Nelson & 
Manset-Williamson, 2006). If students’ self-efficacy is overly high, they tend to 
exert less effort toward learning and be less engaged in learning tasks (Linnenbrink 
& Pintrich, 2003; Schunk, 1991). In a review of literature, Nelson and Manset-
Williamson (2006) found that students with a learning disability typically had a high, 
but inaccurate self-efficacy. They hypothesised that this overestimation of ability was 
due to the students’ need to protect their self-worth (Nelson & Manset-Williamson, 
2006). There is a possibility that this overestimation is also a result of inflated or 
inaccurate feedback by teachers. Feedback will be further discussed shortly (see 
Section 3.1.3).  
The other explanation for the inaccurate self-efficacy of students with a 
learning disability is the possibility of weaker metacognitive skills (Nelson & 
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Manset-Williamson, 2006). Deficits in metacognitive skills impact upon a student’s 
ability to identify their own strengths and weaknesses (Flavell, 1979). This ability is 
an important element of metacognition known as self-knowledge (Flavell, 1979). 
One suggestion made by Nelson and Manset-Williamson (2006), for the 
unrealistically high self-efficacy of students with a learning disability is that 
overestimation occurs because they do not identify their poor performance as poor, 
or recognise their strengths and weaknesses.  
In contrast, gifted students have strong metacognitive skills (Sternberg, 2001) 
it could be inferred, based on the link between metacognition and accurate self-
efficacy, that gifted students, would have more accurate self-efficacy. Little is known 
about the self-efficacy of gifted students with a reading disability. Resembling their 
gifted peers, these students are typically highly self-critical (Baum, 2004a; Gardynik 
& McDonald, 2005; Reis & Ruban, 2004). Consequently, they are more likely to 
identify their learning weaknesses rather than their strengths. It could be theorised 
therefore, that their self-efficacy would be low. This study aims to confirm the 
proposition that gifted students with a reading disability have low self-efficacy in 
reading and to investigate the effects of low self-efficacy in reading on academic 
self-efficacy generally.  
Age can be a factor in the development of accurate self-efficacy. Research 
conducted by Howe, Thames and Kazelskis (1997) investigated the link between 
third grade students’ self-perceptions as readers and their reading performance. Their 
findings indicated that self-perception had little connection between word 
recognition performance and comprehension. That study consisted of the 164 third 
grade students, from eight different classes at a K-4 elementary school. This study 
occurred in the United States where students in third grade are typically 8 years of 
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age. Although the study involved a large population of students, it concentrated on 
one site drawing on students from predominantly low to middle income families. 
Additionally, all of the students in the study were around the same chronological age. 
Therefore, the study focussed upon a relatively homogeneous group. However, 
research which looks at various age groups in different settings suggests that children 
do not develop an ability to measure their abilities until at least the third grade or 
older (Nelson & Manset-Williamson, 2006; Stipek, 1981; Van Keer & Verhaeghe, 
2005). It is not until they are able to do so that reading perceptions are significantly 
linked with actual performance (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003). Typically, most 
children will experience a range of successes and difficulties when learning to read 
and therefore achievement related self-perceptions, such as self-efficacy, take several 
years to stabilise in order to accurately reflect achievement patterns (Chapman & 
Tunmer, 2003). For students who have relatively consistent experiences of either 
reading accomplishment or failure this link may develop earlier (Chapman & 
Tunmer, 2003). It is also suggested that older students are more likely to use social 
comparisons (a form of feedback discussed shortly) when evaluating their abilities 
assisting them to develop a more accurate picture of their abilities (Nelson & 
Manset-Williamson, 2006). Therefore, research looking at the link between lived 
experiences, self-efficacy and reading achievement for gifted students with a reading 
disability should take into consideration the influence of age and focus on students 
who are in the fourth grade or above. Hence, a criterion for participant selection in 
this study was that the gifted student with a reading disability had to be currently 
enrolled in a year level above fourth grade.   
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3.5 Improving Self-efficacy in Reading 
When seeking to improve self-efficacy in reading, the consensus of research suggests 
various aspects need to be considered (Bandura, 1994; Dweck, 1999; Gaskill & 
Woolfolk, 2002; Schunk, 1982; Schunk & Pajares, 2004). Self-efficacy is derived 
from varying combinations of four sources on influence: (a) physiological; (b) the 
use of verbal persuasion; (c) vicarious or observational experiences; and (d) 
opportunities for mastery experiences (progress feedback) in the classroom. In 
addition, the role of self-regulatory learning in the development of self-efficacy 
needs to be considered, since self-efficacy and self-regulation are considered to be 
interdependent (Gaskill & Woolfolk, 2002). Self-regulation was previously discussed 
(Section 2.2.1), and refers to the process that learners use to focus their thoughts, 
feelings and actions on the attainment of their goals (Schunk, 2012). A student’s 
level of self-efficacy predicts his or her cognitive strategies and self-regulation 
(Schunk, 2012). This in turn predicts academic achievement leading to increased 
levels of self-efficacy (Gaskill & Woolfolk, 2002; Schunk, 1994). Self-regulatory 
behaviours influence the effectiveness of the sources of self-efficacy described by 
Bandura (1994).  
One source of influence on self-efficacy identified by Bandura (1994) is 
physiological indicators. This can include the level of sweating or heart rate 
experienced during a specific task. Symptoms that signal anxiety may also convey 
that one lacks the necessary skills to perform a task, thus impacting negatively upon 
self-efficacy. When decreased levels of anxiety are experienced during the 
performance of a task, self-efficacy may be raised (Schunk, 2003). With regard to 
self-efficacy in reading specifically, physiological indicators would be the internal 
 79 
 
feelings (for example anxiety and nervousness) experienced during reading (Henk & 
Melnick, 1995).  
The second influential source of self-efficacy is the use of verbal persuasion 
(Bandura, 1994). Verbal persuasion is similar to a “pep talk” or specific performance 
feedback (Gaskill & Woolfolk, 2002). Specific feedback is particularly important for 
the development of self-efficacy in reading. An identified problem is that it is 
difficult for students to assess their progress in reading and they are not always able 
to gauge progress reliably on their own (Schunk, 2003; Walker, 2003). As a result, 
students must rely on task specific feedback provided by parents and teachers that 
convey their capability (Walker, 2003). In a meta-analysis of the effect size of over 
70 various influences on learning, Hattie (2009, 2012) found that feedback was one 
of the most influential factors. Similar findings were reported by Marzano, Gaddy 
and Dean (2000). They specified that the timing of feedback is important, claiming 
that for greatest impact feedback should be given immediately after a task. Hence, 
the effectiveness of feedback is determined by time from task completion to 
feedback. The greater delay which takes place before feedback is given, the less 
improvement there is in achievement (Marzano, Gaddy, & Dean, 2000). Feedback 
should also focus on the behaviour to be reinforced, by specifying it clearly (Gaskill 
& Woolfolk, 2002). Research that looks at the nature of effective feedback for gifted 
students with a reading ability is important. Therefore, this study investigated the 
particular types of feedback that are more effective for helping to raise the self-
efficacy in reading and academic self-efficacy of gifted students with a reading 
disability, if these are found to be low. This understanding was sought from a 
student’s perspective.   
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The research indicates that another way to make feedback more effective in 
improving the self-efficacy of gifted students with a reading disability might be to 
encourage them to set reading goals. Goal setting has been shown to improve self-
efficacy in reading for other student populations (Guthrie, Wigfield, & VonSecker, 
2000; Schunk, 2003; Schunk & Rice, 1991, 1992). For example, Schunk and Rice 
(1991) investigated the role of feedback linked to the goal of using a comprehension 
strategy (finding the main idea). Their study showed that readers benefited from 
explicit feedback on their progress toward the attainment of learning how to use the 
comprehension strategy. Students in Schunk and Rice’s study who had established 
goals and were given feedback on goal attainment demonstrated higher self-efficacy 
and comprehension than the control groups who were not given feedback. These 
findings were supported in a follow up study by Schunk and Rice (1992). Schunk 
and Rice’s later study involved 33 students from fourth (n=21) and fifth (n=12) 
grades. The group consisted of 19 boys and 14 girls who had been placed in remedial 
reading classes. An additional finding of Schunk and Rice’s 1992 study was that 
students given explicit feedback were more likely to transfer the strategy use into 
new contexts. 
The effects of achieving goals are not automatic (Schunk, 2003; Schunk & 
Swartz, 1993). Goals need to be specific in regard to the expected performance 
standard, temporarily close at hand in that they are achievable in the near future and 
viewed as challenging, yet attainable (Schunk, 2003; Schunk & Swartz, 1993; 
Walker, 2003). As feedback is gained about progress towards these set reading goals, 
self-efficacy is increased (Schunk & Swartz, 1993). If a student is making progress, 
Schunk (1999) proposes that in addition to the anticipated satisfaction of goal 
accomplishment, self-efficacy is enhanced and consequently motivation is sustained. 
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Hence, it is important that clear feedback be provided about skills and progress on a 
regular basis. Feedback which indicates evidence of incremental gains in 
achievement and links to effort is effective (Jinks & Morgan, 1999). In such a way 
students are able to identify that the improvements in achievement are related to 
effort, rather than external factors such as luck or the task being easy. Similarly, 
Dweck (2002, 2008) suggests that praise given to the student should focus on process 
feedback such as effort expended, level of challenge and reading strategies used. A 
word of caution is offered by Salend (2001) who warns that praise should only be 
given when it has legitimately been earned. It should be spontaneous and specifically 
relate to the accomplishment. Feedback in the form of undeserved praise weakens 
teacher credibility and can reduce the effect of praise in the future (Pintrich, 2002). 
Children cannot be fooled by empty praise and condescending encouragement 
(Erikson, 1959). This is particularly relevant for gifted students with a reading 
disability who may be very aware of their shortcomings and frustrated by their 
perceived lack of progress. Like their gifted peers, these students tend to have highly 
developed cognitive skills and a tendency towards perfectionism (Pajares & Schunk, 
2002). Therefore, they might react to feedback in a different way to other students. 
Hence, to get a full understanding of the most effective feedback for gifted students 
with a reading disability it may be necessary to speak to the students themselves. 
Therefore, in this research study, the participating students were interviewed and 
asked about influential sources of self-efficacy and the influence of feedback 
specifically.  
The third source of influence for self-efficacy development is vicarious or 
observational experiences (Bandura, 1994). Observing others of similar ability 
succeed can enhance the observer’s self-efficacy and motivate them to try a task they 
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believe may also enable them to experience success. According to Gaskill and 
Woolfolk (2002), children use modelling of others they consider to be similar as a 
source of comparison for their own performance, either to raise or to lower their self-
efficacy. For example, if a low efficacious child witnesses another child, who they 
consider to be of similar ability, successfully complete a reading task the low 
efficacious child will be more likely to believe that he or she will also experience 
success and be more motivated to participate. This strategy is most successful for 
those students who are lacking task familiarity or those who have experienced 
difficulties and consequently hold doubts (Gaskill & Woolfolk, 2002; Margolis & 
McCabe, 2003, 2006; Schunk, 2001). A difficulty with this source of self-efficacy is 
that gifted students with a reading disability may not be able to identify another 
student who they believe is of similar ability successfully completing the task. It is 
unlikely that there will be another gifted student in the class having similar 
difficulties. Hence, it is anticipated that this source will not be identified by the 
students in this study as an influential source of self-efficacy for them.    
The fourth source of self-efficacy development is the opportunity for mastery 
experiences in the classroom. An expectation of growth should exist whereby 
scaffolding is provided to facilitate success. Scaffolding is any kind of assistance 
implemented to help move students from prior knowledge and skill to the next level 
(Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). It is this experience of success which is perhaps most 
crucial in the development of self-efficacy in reading (Nes Ferrara, 2005). Thus, the 
research suggests gifted students with a reading disability need to experience success 
with tasks that are somewhat challenging, but yet are able to be accomplished 
because for the success to be valued and effective it is important that students have 
persevered and expended effort to succeed (Walker, 2003). It was expected that 
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mastery experience would be considered the most important source of self-efficacy 
by the gifted students with a reading disability in this study since the need and 
appreciation of challenge is a typical characteristic of gifted students.    
The four sources of self-efficacy development described previously provide 
some insight into how self-efficacy for various tasks, and specifically for reading, 
can be developed. This study looked at how the lived experience of being gifted with 
a reading disability impacts upon self-efficacy in reading and academic self-efficacy 
generally. It also investigated which sources are most frequently identified by 
students as being effective for improving self-efficacy in reading. 
3.6 Self-efficacy Model 
Based on the literature discussed above on self-efficacy and in Chapter 2, a 
conceptual model was created showing the possible links between the learning 
characteristics of gifted students with a reading disability, their lived experiences, 
and the development of self-efficacy and academic achievement (Figure 3.1). The 
model represents the five key aspects of the conceptual framework which guided the 
study. Arrows have been used to depict the links between each aspect.  
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 Figure 3.1 Self-efficacy model. 
First, gifted students with a reading disability have different learning 
characteristics (Sections 2.1.3 and 2.3). Although they have learning strengths, such 
as advanced problem solving, they also have deficits (for example, poor phonological 
skills) which make the acquisition of reading skills more difficult. The students’ 
reading ability impacts upon their academic achievement. Learning characteristics 
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such as self-regulatory behaviours (see Sections 2.1.3 and 2.3) can also influence 
self-efficacy (Section 3.4).  
Second, the learning characteristics of gifted students with a reading 
disability result in a different lived experience of school (see Sections 2.1.3 and 2.3). 
These experiences cause gifted students with a reading disability to be particularly 
vulnerable to the development of low self-efficacy.  
Third, the four sources of self-efficacy are: physiological influences, verbal 
persuasion, vicarious experiences and mastery experiences (Bandura 1994). The 
model depicts the four sources as jigsaw pieces, because it is through a combination 
of the four sources that self-efficacy is increased (see Section 3.4).  
 
Fourth, improved self-efficacy influences a student’s attitude towards 
learning and their motivation. As students become more engaged in reading, and 
their skills improve, their academic achievement improves (Section 3.3). Similarly, 
the more students learn and their performance improves, the higher their self-efficacy 
becomes. Hence, the arrow back from academic achievement to improved self-
efficacy has been included. A two-way link is also shown between the improved self-
efficacy and lived experience. Improved self-efficacy might influence the experience 
of school for gifted students with a reading disability as they begin to become aware 
of their strengths, rather than focussing on their weaknesses (see Section 3.4).  
Finally, improved academic achievement impacts on all other aspects of the 
model, hence the arrows back to self-efficacy, learning characteristics and lived 
experience. The five aspects of this self-efficacy model will be investigated through 
four research questions.  
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3.7 Research Questions 
The research questions for the study are included in Table 3.1 together with the 
purpose of each question.  
Table 3.1 
Research Questions and Purposes 
Research Question Purpose 
1. What are the common learning 
characteristics of the students in this 
study? 
To document the common characteristics of 
the gifted students with a reading disability 
in this study. 
2. How does being gifted with a 
reading disability impact on the lived 
experience of school? 
To describe the link between the learning 
characteristics of gifted students with a 
reading disability and their lived experience 
of school. 
3. How does the lived experience of 
gifted students with a reading 
disability impact upon self-efficacy 
in reading? 
To describe the link between school 
experience and self-efficacy. 
4. What sources of self-efficacy are 
named by gifted students with a 
reading disability as effective in 
improving self-efficacy? 
To identify the sources of self-efficacy, as 
described by Bandura (1994), that are 
effective in improving the self-efficacy of 
gifted students with a reading disability. 
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The relationship between each question and the Self-efficacy model is shown 
in Figure 3.2 
 
Figure 3.2 Link between self-efficacy model and proposed research questions. 
 
 
 
Question 1 
Question 2 
 
What are the 
lived experiences 
of gifted students 
with a reading 
disability?  
Question 4 
 
Which sources of 
self-efficacy are 
cited by gifted 
students with a 
reading disability 
as effective in 
improving self-
efficacy?  
Question 3 
 
How does the 
lived experience 
of gifted students 
with a reading 
disability impact 
upon self-
efficacy in 
reading? 
1 
2 
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4 
5 
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3.8 Chapter Summary 
The development of self-efficacy for gifted students with a reading disability is 
important because of its strong link to motivation and academic achievement. 
However, questions remain unanswered throughout the literature in the fields of 
gifted education, learning disabilities and social cognitive theory about the nature 
and origins of the self-efficacy of gifted students with a reading disability. Therefore, 
there is a need for further research into the nature of self-efficacy held by gifted 
students with a reading disability and the overall impact self-efficacy in reading has 
on the academic achievement of these students.  
Further research which explores the effects of academic self-efficacy on 
motivation and achievement for gifted students with a reading disability needs to be 
conducted in order to understand the nature and impact of concomitant giftedness 
and reading disability. Ultimately, such research may help students with this unique 
learning profile achieve academically. A model which suggests how the self-efficacy 
impacts upon motivation and achievement for gifted students with a reading 
disability has been presented.  
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Chapter 4 
 Research Design and Methods 
 
4.1 Introduction 
This study of the lived experience of gifted students with a reading disability 
explored the links between the lived experience of school, reading self-efficacy and 
achievement. Since the aim of the study was to gain a deeper understanding of the 
complex phenomenon of concomitant giftedness and reading disability, case study 
research was deemed to be the most appropriate strategy. In this study, the case is the 
phenomenon of being gifted with a reading disability studied within the context of 
school.  
The chapter is organised into seven sections through which case study design 
and methodology is justified and described. The research design is defined, and the 
benefits of using this design to describe the lived experience of gifted students with a 
reading disability are discussed (Section 4.2). Details are provided around the 
methodology employed in this case study (Section 4.3). Research quality (Section 
4.4), ethics considerations (Section 4.5) and data management (Section 4.6) are 
discussed. The chapter concludes with a chapter summary (Section 4.7).   
4.2 Design 
This section defines what a case study is and offers a justification for why it is an 
appropriate choice for this study (Section 4.2.1). It describes how rigour can be 
achieved in case study research so that the strengths of using such an approach can 
be harnessed and quality of research ensured (Section 4.2.2). Finally, the theoretical 
propositions for the research are presented (Section 4.2.3).  
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4.2.1 Case study defined 
Typically, a case is a contemporary phenomenon studied within a real-life context 
(Yin, 1993, 2009). The phenomenon under study could be any bounded system of 
interest, for example, a political party, an organisation, a person, or even a 
population, observed at a single point in time or over a period of time (Yin, 2009).  
In this study, the phenomenon under investigation is the condition of being gifted 
with a reading disability, and the impact the condition has on the reading self-
efficacy of students with the condition. Case study design has the potential to provide 
a richer and more detailed picture of the phenomenon under study than other, more 
analytical methods (Kyburz-Graber, 2004; Rowley, 2002). Such a design is therefore 
appropriate for this study where the aim was to develop a deeper understanding of 
the lived experience and perspectives of gifted students with a reading disability.  
Case study design was also chosen as the approach for this study because 
case study methodology is especially suited to situations where how and why 
questions are being asked about a particular phenomenon (Yin, 2003, 2009). 
Furthermore, it is the most appropriate choice of methodology when the researcher 
has little or no control over behavioural events, and is focussing on contemporary 
rather than historical events (Yin, 2009). The research questions of this study all 
relate to contemporary rather than historical issues and the researcher had little or no 
control over the actual behavioural event of schooling.  
Case studies have been categorised by Yin (1993, 2009) as being one of three 
specific types: exploratory, explanatory, and descriptive. Exploratory case studies 
aim to investigate phenomena where there is limited prior understanding and to 
generate hypotheses for further research (Yin, 1993, 2009). Descriptive case studies 
seek to document and describe a particular phenomenon (Yin, 1993, 2009). In 
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contrast, an explanatory study tries to explain how and why one event has led to 
another by determining a causal relationship between the two (Yin, 1993, 2009). This 
particular study can be categorised as a descriptive study because it was designed to 
describe and document the patterns of characteristics of gifted students with a 
reading disability. In addition, it aimed at documenting the lived experiences of 
gifted students with a reading disability and their academic self-efficacy, in particular 
their self-efficacy in reading. Lived experience refers to everyday experiences (Van 
Manen, 1990). That is, the students’ “realities and life worlds” (Van Manen, 1990, p. 
2). These realities are shaped by the students’ reflections upon their past experiences, 
which may, or may not be influenced by their self-efficacy. In this case study the 
focus is on the students’ lived experiences of school.   
4.2.2 Rigour in case study research 
Case study as a research strategy, although widely used, has been traditionally 
viewed as lacking rigour (Rowley, 2002). Rigour in case study research can be 
achieved when careful attention is paid to the general criteria of objectivity, 
reliability and validity (Kyburz-Graber, 2004; Yin, 2009). When these general 
criteria are met, case study as a research method offers many advantages (Kyburz-
Graber, 2004; Rowley, 2002; Tellis, 1997).  
Objectivity in case study research can be achieved through careful attention 
to construct validity (Rowley, 2002; Yin, 2009). Construct validity is realised by 
developing correct operational measures for the concepts being studied (Yin, 2009). 
This can be done in three ways: the use of multiple sources of evidence; the 
establishment of a chain of evidence; or by having the draft case study report 
reviewed by major informants (Yin, 2009). A chain of evidence allows the reader of 
the case study to follow the basis of any evidence from the preliminary research 
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questions to the final case study conclusions (Yin, 2009). This tactic requires the 
development of a case study database with citations made to specific sources of 
evidence. A case study database was created for this study with multiple data sources 
utilised to assist the objectivity.  
A case study database markedly enhances reliability (Kyburz-Graber, 2004; 
Rowley, 2002; Yin, 2009). The database may be made up of case study notes, case 
study documents and tables which have been collected or created by the researcher, 
and narratives produced by the researcher upon completion of the data collection 
process (Yin, 2009). Semi-structured interview transcripts were also included in the 
case study database. An example of a record of documents reviewed for one of the 
participants is presented in Appendix G. Similar records were created for each 
participant to form the case study database of this study.  
The third criterion for determining rigour in research is attention to both 
internal and external validity (Yin, 2009). Internal validity is of particular concern 
when a case study is explanatory, that is, when a researcher is trying to explain a 
causal relationship between two elements. It is not of concern for descriptive or 
exploratory case studies. As this study is descriptive the focus was on attaining 
external validity.  
External validity is achieved by using theory in single-case studies or through 
the use of replication logic in multiple-case studies. Replication logic addresses the 
issue of generalisation. The issue of generalisation is a common criticism of case 
study research with the assertion made that the subsequent research findings may not 
be widely applicable in real life (Tellis, 1997). To achieve the aim of generalisation, 
Yin (2009) claims that each case for study must be selected to either predict similar 
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results (literal replication), as occurred in this study, or to predict contrasting results 
for expected reasons (theoretical replication). For example, if the selected 
participants produce results as predicted, this is considered to be convincing support 
for the initial propositions. However, if the cases prove to be contradictory, the initial 
propositions need to be revised using another set of cases (Yin, 2009). This process 
is outlined in Figure 4.1.  
Figure 4.1 illustrates the connections between the theoretical foundation, 
based on the literature review, case selection and the theoretical propositions of this 
case study. It shows the process through which a conclusion was reached and a 
theory established based on the literature and the analysis of data from each 
participant.  
An important element of the figure is the feedback loop depicted by a dashed 
line. The loop indicates the course of action taken when a new concept emerged 
through the analysis of one of the individual participants. An occurrence of this 
nature leads to the reconsideration of the original theoretical propositions (Yin, 
2009). It also shows that the analysis and approach to data collection for successive 
participants are linked. Clearly, the development of a theoretical framework (Section 
3.6) is important in case study design. It is from this foundation that theoretical 
propositions are established.  
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 Figure 4.1 Research process overview. 
 
4.2.3 Theoretical propositions 
Descriptive case studies require that research questions are translated into theoretical 
propositions (Rowley, 2002; Yin, 2009). Based on the literature, the researcher 
makes speculations about what to expect from the findings of the research (Rowley, 
2002).  Hence, each research question of this study has been translated into a 
proposition. Propositions for each research question are listed below (Table 4.1) and 
described in more detail in the following paragraphs. 
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Table 4.1 
Research Questions and Propositions 
Research question Theoretical propositions 
What are the common learning 
characteristics of the students in this 
study? 
Students will display a combination of gifted 
traits, along with the more specific traits 
associated with concomitant giftedness and 
reading disability.  
 
How does being gifted with a reading 
disability impact on the lived experience 
of school? 
Students will describe issues similar to those cited 
in previous studies. Issues would vary depending 
upon the school environment.  
 
How does the lived experience of gifted 
students with a reading disability impact 
upon self-efficacy in reading? 
 
Students will display low self-efficacy in reading, 
resulting in low self-efficacy for academic 
achievement. 
 
What sources of self-efficacy are named 
by gifted students with a reading 
disability as effective in improving self-
efficacy? 
Students will name verbal persuasion and mastery 
experience as the most effective sources for 
improving their self-efficacy.   
 
Research question 1 (What are the common learning characteristics of the 
students in this study?) was designed to determine the learning characteristics of the 
gifted students with a reading disability within the study. In a case study approach, 
which is the study of a bounded system (Yin 2009), it is typical to describe the 
parameters of that system. Case studies are generalizable to theoretical propositions 
rather than populations (Yin, 2009). Therefore, this question relates specifically to 
the students within the study, rather than gifted students with a reading disability as a 
population.  
Based on the literature it was expected that students would display the 
general characteristics of gifted students with a learning disability (Section 2.2.3) and 
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also the more specific characteristics of gifted students with a reading disability 
(Section 2.6.2). For example, the students would have strong knowledge in areas of 
interest and good problem-solving skills, but also have processing difficulties and 
difficulty memorising isolated facts. They may also experience difficulties with 
phonological awareness and score poorly on tests which focus on word recognition, 
but be able to comprehend texts at a higher level.  
 Research question 2 (How does being gifted with a reading disability impact 
on the lived experience of school?) was designed to investigate how having both the 
characteristics and learning needs of giftedness, along with a reading disability 
impacts on the students’ experiences of school. It was proposed that the students 
would describe issues such as misidentification (being considered lazy or lacking in 
ability), lack of challenge, problems accessing print based texts in all curriculum 
areas and the need to work harder to achieve average results (Table 2.3). It was also 
proposed that the impact might vary depending upon the type of school environment 
the students were in and whether their particular learning needs were being 
addressed.   
Research question 3 (How does the lived experience of gifted students with a 
reading disability impact upon self-efficacy in reading?) was designed to describe 
how the school experiences of gifted students with a reading disability impact upon 
self-efficacy in reading and self-efficacy for academic achievement. It was proposed 
that the students would display low self-efficacy in reading. Since the ability to read 
impacts upon all curriculum areas and is also erroneously seen as a critical indicator 
of giftedness (Section 2.2.1), it seems likely that low self-efficacy in reading would 
result in low self-efficacy for academic achievement.  
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Research question 4 (What sources of self-efficacy are named by gifted 
students with a reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy?) was 
designed to investigate the sources of self-efficacy named by gifted students with a 
reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy. As these students are often 
considered to be highly self-critical and keenly sensitive (Section 2.3.4) it was 
proposed that verbal persuasion and mastery experience would be most frequently 
cited. Gifted students with a reading disability tend to focus more on what they can’t 
do, rather than on what they can do, so it was predicted that vicarious observation 
would be less frequently cited as a source for improving self-efficacy. Thus, gifted 
students with a reading disability would be likely to doubt that they had the ability to 
complete a task even though they had seen their peers successfully complete a 
similar task.  
The case study design, the research questions and subsequent theoretical 
propositions, have implications for the types of data collected and how these data 
were analysed (Rowley, 2002). These elements are discussed in the following 
sections. 
4.3 Methods 
This section describes the detailed processes which were undertaken in this study. 
The process for selecting participants is explained (Section 4.2.1). The data sources 
are described (Section 4.2.2) with the link between the research questions and data 
sources explained (Section 4.2.3). Procedures for data analysis are also provided 
(Section 4.2.4) concluding with a brief summary (Section 4.2.5). 
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4.3.1 Participants 
Participant selection is a crucial step in the research design of case studies (Rowley, 
2002). Nine participants identified as being gifted students with a reading disability 
were included in the study because in-depth data were collected on each student. 
This size is considered appropriate for case studies (Yin, 2009) and the adequacy of 
nine participants has been demonstrated in previous studies of gifted students. The 
Kanevsky and Keighley study (2003) with eight participants explored factors 
contributing to the boredom of gifted high school students who had disengaged from 
classroom learning. The Valpied study (2005) adopted a multiple case study to 
explore the interactions between characteristics related to giftedness and school and 
teacher responses to the needs and characteristics of gifted children. Eight students 
were involved in the study. Data gleaned from a study size of this nature are believed 
to offer clearer, more detailed descriptions, as opposed to superficial, less detailed 
comments produced from studies with more participants (Kanevsky & Keighley, 
2003). 
Participants in case studies need to be explicitly selected to cover the 
instances in which the phenomenon under study is likely to be found (Yin, 2009). 
For this reason participants for this study were selected through criterion sampling 
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Merriam, 1988). This strategy was appropriate because the 
research focussed upon a specific group of the student population, that is, gifted 
students with a reading disability. Therefore participants needed to meet the criteria 
that identified them as being gifted with a reading disability.  
The criteria focussed on four aspects for selection: standardised assessments 
to show giftedness; learning characteristics; and reading ability. First, students were 
identified as gifted using one of the following assessments: Wechsler Intelligence 
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Scale for Children 3rd edition or Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 4th edition 
(Wechsler, 2003), Stanford Binet 5 (Roid, 2003) or Raven’s Standard Progressive 
Matrices (Raven, 2000). Second, to be included in the study students needed to 
display the typical learning characteristics of gifted students with a learning disability 
outlined earlier (Section 2.2.3). Third, gifted students whose reading ability was 
behind that which would be expected for their ability or age were considered as 
having a reading disability (Casalis, 2004; Nielson, 2002; Mather & Gerner, 2008). 
All participants had previously been identified by a learning support teacher (Kurt, 
Matthew), or specialist (Chloe, Elizabeth, James, Jerry, Karl, Rose and Scott) as 
reading below expected level for their ability, or age.  Furthermore, the students 
displayed a discrepancy of at least one standard deviation below the mean for their 
age in at least one aspect of reading. In this study, due to the data source, the aspects 
were: pseudo word reading: single word reading or comprehension (see Section 
4.3.2.2).  This criterion is recommended by Brody and Mills (1997) and Munro 
(2005). In the case of Kurt, a statistically significant difference between the reading 
sub-test scores was considered. This indicated a relative deficit as opposed to a 
normative one, as described by Volker et al (2006). Fourth, the selected students 
were school age in year levels higher than Year 3; their ages ranged between 11 and 
18. Younger students were not included because the literature reveals that younger 
students do not evaluate their own reading ability accurately resulting in inaccurate 
levels of self-efficacy (see Section 3.4).  
The gifted students with a reading disability in the study were selected from a 
variety of schools throughout South East Queensland. The participant pool for the 
study was made up of a mix of school ages with girls and boys ranging from Years 5 
to 12, and aged between 11 and 18. Participants were sourced through professional 
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and personal contacts. The sources for participants included: the Queensland 
Association for Gifted and Talented Children (QAGTC) and SPELD Qld (Specific 
Learning Disabilities Association Queensland) - after conference workshops I had 
presented on the research; and Independent Schools Queensland - where teachers had 
been involved in an on-going project focussing on gifted students experiencing 
difficulty. These sources provided a diversity of students.  Students were either 
nominated by teachers and parents or self-nominated.  
Table 4.2 provides an overview of participant information showing the age, 
year level, psychometric results and who nominated the student for the study. For 
ethical reasons pseudonyms have been used. In some instances WISC results have 
been provided for students (Chloe, James, Rose, Karl and Kurt). These results have 
been taken from the students’ previous assessments conducted by educational 
psychologists. Where WISC results were not available (indicated in Table 4.2 with a 
dash) results from the Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices (RSPM) have been 
provided. The Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices were administered by the 
researcher (see Section 4.3.2.1 for details). A short description of each participant 
follows to provide additional background information for the reader. 
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Table 4.2 
Summary of Participant Information  
Name Age WISC a RSPM b  Nomination 
Chloe 11 Verbal comp                           98 
Working memory                   47 
Perceptual speed processing  66  
Perceptual reasoning              70  
_ Parent 
James 16 Verbal comp                           93 
Working memory                   18 
Perceptual speed processing  18 
Perceptual reasoning              79 
_ Teacher 
Karl  11 Verbal comp                           27 
Working memory                   42 
Perceptual speed processing  66 
Perceptual reasoning              96 
_ Teacher 
Kurt  
 
 
 
Rose 
13 
 
 
 
17 
Verbal comp                           99 
Working memory                   94 
Perceptual speed processing  99 
Perceptual reasoning               95 
Verbal comp                           94 
Working memory                     7 
Perceptual speed processing  27 
Perceptual reasoning              73 
_ 
 
 
 
_ 
Teacher 
 
 
 
Self 
Elizabeth 17 _ 95 Self 
Jerry 11 _ 95 Teacher 
 
Michael 13 _ 90 Parent 
Scott 11 _ 90 Parent 
Note.  a and b values show percentile scores 
 
Chloe was in Year 6, and aged 11 at the time of her involvement in the study. 
She was identified as gifted by a psychologist before she started school because she 
demonstrated an advanced vocabulary and strong oral language skills. A later 
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assessment showed an asynchronous profile and Chloe was consequently identified 
as “a girl of mixed abilities, particularly talented in verbal reasoning, word 
knowledge, general knowledge and abstract verbal reasoning, performing in the top 
one – two per cent of her same aged peers” (Psychology report dated July, 28, 2007). 
Chloe was nominated for the study by her mother after her mother attended a 
conference workshop that I presented on the topic of gifted students with learning 
disabilities. 
James was in Year 11, and aged 16. At the school he attended, James was 
formally identified as “Twice Exceptional” (School Student Profile, see Appendix I) 
being both gifted and learning disabled. His parents and James agreed to be part of 
the study and considered that his involvement was important. James was nominated 
for the study by the learning support teacher at his school. This teacher has 
qualifications in gifted education and had undertaken additional professional learning 
to support gifted students with learning difficulties.   
Rose was in Year 12 and aged 17 when she participated in the study. She was 
assessed by a psychologist when she was in Year 3 and described as “a ‘bright little 
girl’ who would need continued support to perform to her intellectual ability” 
(Psychologist report, dated August 6, 2001). Her verbal skills were described as 
being consistently well above average with verbal reasoning skills, particularly at a 
conceptual, abstract level on the 99th percentile. However, her school reports 
indicated that she experienced difficulty learning to read. Rose self-nominated for the 
study after hearing about the research because she felt that it was important for 
people to understand the struggles faced by gifted students with a reading disability 
at school on a daily basis. She commented, “I don’t want other kids to go through 
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what I went through. I want people to understand” (Rose Semi-structured interview, 
RSSI). 
Jerry and Karl were both in Year 5, at the same school, and aged 11 at the 
time of the study. They were nominated for the study by the learning support teacher 
at their school after she heard about the study through her involvement with a 
professional learning project which focussed on gifted students with learning 
difficulties. I was the facilitator of the project as part of my current professional role. 
The learning support teacher believed that both students fitted the criteria because 
both students displayed gifted tendencies, and both students experienced difficulty 
learning to read.  Subsequent assessments confirmed that this perception was correct 
(see Table 4.1 for results).  
Kurt was in Year 9 and aged 13 at the time of his involvement in the study. 
He was nominated by the learning support teacher at his school where he was 
recognised as gifted with a reading disability. Kurt was identified as gifted at an early 
age (seven years old) but his learning difficulties did not become apparent until he 
was in Year 6, aged 10 (Parent comment). Up until this time his gifted abilities were 
able to mask his difficulties but once the tasks became more complex and demanding 
his problems became more apparent. Kurt’s learning support teacher reported that 
Kurt had received mixed results on reading assessments, with some results very low 
(Personal email, dated December 12, 2011). Kurt’s mother reported that Kurt had 
never enjoyed reading and had never completed reading a book. Similar to other 
students in the study Kurt was keen to be involved because he felt that it would help 
teachers to be more understanding about the struggles experienced by gifted students 
with a reading disability. His mother commented in a personal email, “He would love 
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someone to be able to find out more about what he encounters so that others may be 
helped in the future” (KLDR1).  
Elizabeth was in Year 12 and aged 17 at the time of the study. She self-
nominated after hearing about the study from Rose (described earlier). They attended 
the same school at the time. Like Rose, Elizabeth believed that it was important for 
her “story” to be told to, in her words “educate people about the needs of students 
like me”. Elizabeth was very aware of her learning strengths and difficulties as her 
father is a psychologist and had completed several assessments with her. Her mother 
was unable to find any of the previous assessments. Consequently a Raven’s 
Standard Progressive Matrices assessment was conducted by the researcher. 
Elizabeth’s performance was in the superior range.     
Michael was in Year 8 and aged 13 at the time of his involvement in the 
study.  He was nominated for the study by his mother after she heard about the study 
and believed that Michael fitted the criteria. Previous WISC or Stanford Binet 
assessments had not been administered therefore a Raven’s Standard Progressive 
Matrices was administered. Michael scored in the top 10%, with a performance on 
the 90th percentile and was consequently accepted as a participant.  Michael was keen 
to participate in the study and believed that his involvement would help teachers 
understand what it is like for gifted students with a reading disability when they are 
not recognised at school. At school, Michael is considered to be an average student 
(according to school reports). Michael struggled to learn to read and has been given a 
great deal of support at home from his mother who is a teacher (Parent comments).  
Scott was in Year 6 and aged 11 at the time of his involvement in the study. 
He is recognised at school as being a gifted artist who struggles to read (Parent 
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comments). His drawings are incredibly detailed and he has a rich portfolio of work. 
Scott also enjoys making detailed animations out of modelling clay or sketches. It 
was Scott’s mother who nominated him for the study as she believed that he 
displayed most of the characteristics of gifted students with learning disability (See 
Table 2.3).  After administration of the Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices in 
which Scott scored in the top 10 per cent he was accepted as a participant in the 
study. In the Developmental Test of Visual Perception, conducted by an 
Occupational Therapist, Scott was shown to have gifted visual memory ability where 
his performance was at the 95th percentile and visual sequencing on the 98th 
percentile (SDR5). 
4.3.2 Data sources 
Data sources for the case study database can be based on any mix of qualitative and 
quantitative data (Yin, 2009). However, the combination of quantitative and 
qualitative data makes it possible to achieve a better understanding of human 
behaviour and experience (Giannakaki, 2005; Greene, 2005; Morse, 2003). Multiple 
data sources aid triangulation and reliability (Yin, 2009). The data sources in this 
case study database included: cognitive assessments such as WISC assessments, 
Stanford Binet 5 or the Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices (Section 4.3.2.1); 
reading assessments (Section 4.3.2.2); the Reader Self-Perception Scale (Section 
4.3.2.3);  document reviews (which included previous specialist assessments, 
participant report cards, researcher field notes on observations and records of 
conversations, and checklists of characteristics completed by teachers or parents) 
(Section 4.3.2.4); and semi-structured interviews conducted with the students 
(Section 4.3.2.5).  
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4.3.2.1 Cognitive assessments 
Data taken from a range of cognitive assessments were used in the study, they 
included: Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 3rd edition or Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children 4th edition (Wechsler, 2003), Stanford Binet 5 (Roid, 
2003) or Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices (Raven, 2000). Where WISC and 
SB5 assessments were available, previous assessment reports were analysed. If these 
were not available because the students had not been assessed prior to involvement in 
this study, the Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices was administered. The use of 
cognitive assessments had two purposes.  
First they were used as one method for identifying the participants as gifted. 
The participants were considered gifted if they had subscale scores on either a WISC 
assessment (Wechlser Intelligence Scale for Children 3rd or 4th edition) or Stanford 
Binet Intelligence Scale 5 which placed them in the top 10% of the population (See 
Section 2.2.1). When a WISC assessment or Stanford Binet 5 score was not 
available, the Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices was used to identify the student 
as gifted (i.e. in the top 10%). There is a strong correlation between the Standard 
Progressive Matrices and the Stanford-Binet and Weschler scales with concurrent 
validity coefficients ranging between .54 and .88, with the majority in the .70s and 
.80s (Raven et al., 2000). Hence, this was an appropriate tool to use for this study. 
This researcher is a registered test user with Harcourt Assessment and is recognised 
by them as having the necessary qualifications to administer tests such as the RSPM. 
As a learning support teacher previously, the researcher is very experienced with 
assessing children and currently works in an advisory capacity instructing other 
teachers on assessment administration.  
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Second, when data from the subscales of the WISC III, WISC IV or Stanford 
Binet 5 tests were available these data informed Research Question 1 by providing 
additional information about the learning characteristics of the gifted students with a 
reading disability.  
4.3.2.2 Reading assessment 
Results from the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT) II (Harcourt 
Assessment, 2007) were used in this study to determine the reading profile of the 
participating students. This tool allowed the researcher to choose particular sub-tests 
without comprising the validity of the test (Harcourt Assessment, 2007). For the 
purposes of this study the following sub-tests were used as data sources: Reading 
Comprehension, Word Reading and Pseudoword Decoding. These sub-tests provide 
an overall indicator of reading ability (Harcourt Assessment, 2007).  
This test provides more detailed information than other commonly used tests 
of reading ability. For example, it provided age and year-based standard scores, 
percentiles, stanines, and age and year level equivalents for each of the sub-tests. In 
addition each sub-test provided specific information about aspects of reading ability. 
The Pseudoword Decoding sub-test provided information around the students’ ability 
in terms of phonetic decoding skills, which are seen as an important skill in reading 
development and a point of difference between successful readers, and those students 
with a reading disability (see Section 2.6.1). Within this sub-test students were asked 
to read a list of nonsense words designed to imitate the typical phonemic structure of 
words in the English language. The WIAT II also provided information about 
reading comprehension, such as the ability to: match a written word with a picture; 
read passages and answer content questions; and read simple sentences aloud and 
respond to comprehension questions. Given the detailed information afforded by the 
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use of this test, and that it could provide additional information about the learning 
characteristics of gifted students with reading disability, it was considered a suitable 
data collection tool for this study.  
In all but one case, the cognitive assessments were conducted within the same 
year as the administration of the WIATT II reading assessment. The exception was 
Rose, where there was ten year gap. Since the focus of the study was on lived 
experience, the older WISC data was included for consideration because it was the 
presence of the learning difficulties depicted in her profile, that made learning to read 
difficult and influenced her lived experience of school.   
4.3.2.3 Reader Self-Perception Scale 
The Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS) (Henk & Melnick, 1995) was designed to 
specifically measure reader self-efficacy (See Appendices A and B to view the 
questions asked of students and a sample scoring sheet). It is based on Bandura’s 
(1986) theory of self-efficacy which underpins the conceptual framework of this 
study (Henk & Melnick, 1995). The researcher was unable to locate a more recent 
scale that would provide the information provided by the Reader Self-Perception 
Scale developed by Henk and Melnick. Bandura (2006) put forward a number of 
criteria that should be considered when constructing self-efficacy scales. They 
include the following: they should be domain specific rather than general; they 
should be written in terms of judgement capability (that is, can do rather than will do 
statements) and be linked to factors that determine the quality of functioning within 
the domain under investigation. The RSPS fits these criteria since the scales relate 
specifically to the area of reading and relate specifically to the factors (word 
recognition, word analysis, fluency and comprehension) that are required for reading 
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achievement (Henk & Melnick, 1995). Furthermore, the statements within the scales 
are written with a focus on capability (See Appendix A to view the statements).  
The RSPS consists of one general item and 32 subsequent items that 
represent the four sources from which self-efficacy is derived (see Section 3.5). The 
first question acts as a prompt for students to begin thinking about their reading 
ability generally. Remaining questions focus on overall reading ability and specific 
aspects such as word recognition, fluency and comprehension. The wording of the 
scale is simple so that reading ability does not impact the assessment (Henk & 
Melnick, 1995). The simplicity of the text was an important consideration for this 
study because all participants had a reading disability. As the scale was administered 
individually, it was possible for the researcher to assist by reading unknown words 
when problems reading the statements arose. This assistance did not impact upon the 
validity of the instrument because the instrument is not a test of reading ability. The 
scoring system developed by Henk and Melnick (1995) which utilises a five point 
Likert system was used for students to respond to the statements. The points are as 
follows: Strongly Disagree (1), Disagree (2), Undecided (3), Agree (4) and Strongly 
Agree (5).  
Reliability of the RSPS was shown by administering the scale to 1525 
students in grades four, five and six from schools in two different districts in the 
United States (Henk & Melnick, 1995). The scale alphas ranged from .81 to .84, with 
all items contributing to the overall scale reliability (Henk & Melnick, 1995). These 
results indicated a high level of internal consistency reliability in the scale (Melnick 
& Henk, 1997). Reliability of the scale was also shown in a study by Hinson, 
Distefano and Daniel (2003) which used the scale to measure elementary students’ 
levels of self-efficacy regarding internet use (Hinson, Distefano, & Daniel, 2003).  
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Student responses on the scale helped to guide questions for the semi-
structured interviews (Section 4.3.2.5). These responses also helped to answer 
Research Question 4 which investigated the sources of self-efficacy identified by 
gifted students with a reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy. The 
RSPS indicated the level of self-efficacy for each participant, thus helping to answer 
Research Question 3 which looked at how lived experience impacts upon self-
efficacy. For example, “Do gifted students with a reading disability have a low self-
efficacy in reading as a result of their experiences in school?”  
Since the Reader Self-Perception Scale focuses upon self-efficacy in reading, 
Henk and Melnick (1995) described the four sources of self-efficacy as they 
specifically relate to reading. These descriptions were based on Bandura’s model and 
their own research (Henk & Melnick, 1995). The four sources were named: (a) 
progress feedback, (b) observational comparison, (c) social feedback and (d) 
physiological states (Henk & Melnick, 1995). Progress feedback refers to the 
student’s perceptions of their present reading performances compared with previous 
performances. Observational comparisons deal with how the student perceives their 
reading performance in comparison to the performance of their peers. Social 
feedback includes direct and indirect feedback about reading from teachers, 
classmates and the student’s family. Finally, physiological states refer to the feelings 
that the student experiences during reading.  
4.3.2.4 Document reviews 
Reviewing documents is a way of gathering additional information about the setting 
and context of case study participants (Merriam, 1988). An understanding of context 
and setting is important when researching the lived experience of a group who 
commonly experience a particular phenomenon (McPhail, 1995). Therefore a 
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researcher does not consider the experience in isolation or separated from the 
contexts in which they occur. In this study a total of 101 individual documents were 
reviewed for all participants (Table 4.1) along with general school documents, such 
as the school website, to provide context and a background history of performance. 
These included: previous specialist assessments, participant report cards, researcher 
field notes, personal emails and checklists of characteristics completed by teachers or 
parents (see Appendix D for a student example completed by the participant’s 
parent). The number of documents reviewed for each participant varied depending on 
the number of previous specialist assessments and the number of report cards 
available to the researcher.  
Table 4.3 
Documents Reviewed  
Name Specialist 
reports 
Report 
cards 
Personal 
emails 
Field 
notes 
Parent/teacher 
comment sheet 
Chloe      
James      
Rose       
Karl       
Kurt      
Jerry       
Elizabeth      
Michael      
Scott      
 
One of the purposes of the document review was to provide background 
information about each participant’s context. The background information obtained 
through document reviews was important for the interviewing process (see Section 
4.3.2.5) because it provided a source of information that the researcher used to 
establish rapport with the participant. For example, when the school website revealed 
 112 
 
that the school had a strong music program, the participant was asked if he played a 
musical instrument resulting in a general conversation about music. This technique 
helped to relax the participant before more specific questions were asked (Dilley, 
2000).  
The second purpose was to further inform Research Question 1 which 
focussed on the learning characteristics of the students in the study. Documents 
reviewed for this purpose included the previous specialist assessments, participant 
report cards, researcher field notes and the checklists of characteristics completed by 
teachers or parents. Documents reviewed were recorded as a Record of Documents 
(see Appendix G for an example record).  
4.3.2.5 Semi-structured interviews 
Interviewing participants is an important data source for case study information (Yin, 
2009). It is particularly useful for gathering detailed information and for providing 
opportunities for follow-up information and clarification of details (Marshall & 
Rossman, 1999). Case study interviews are typically guided conversations, rather 
than structured queries (Yin, 2009). Although it is necessary to have a line of inquiry 
established, the interview tended to be fluid rather than rigid.  
The first challenge in the interview process is bringing the interviewee into 
the rapport zone (Cavana, Delahaye, & Sekarin, 2001). This is described as an area 
of minimum stress where barriers between the interviewer and interviewee are 
lowered. It helps the participant to feel relaxed and builds an atmosphere of trust so 
that information can be disclosed honestly and openly (Cavana et al., 2001; Dilley, 
2000). In order to create rapport, Cavana et al., (2001) suggest a series of six steps, 
collectively known as the entrance investment time. The first step in the process is 
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the ritual where the interviewer greets the interviewee and introduces herself. The 
second step, known as ‘pass time’, is where a general observation or question about 
the weather is made (Cavana et al., 2001). In the third step of the process, the reason 
for the interview is shared, stating the objectives and a description. These first three 
steps should take approximately sixty seconds. The fourth step, known as ‘the rules’, 
is where the interviewer explains issues around confidentiality and how the 
information will be used. At this stage the researcher will confirm that the case study 
participant is comfortable with being involved. The researcher will ask “Are you 
happy to take part in this research study?” Upon confirmation that the participant is 
willing to be involved, the fifth step or preview will be given by describing the 
approximate number of questions and the amount of time involved in the interview. 
The fourth and fifth steps should take approximately thirty seconds. Finally, the sixth 
step involves the first activity which is a question that the interviewee can easily 
answer. At this point in the process, “why” questions are avoided because they result 
in the interviewee feeling defensive and less inclined to share information freely 
(Yin, 2009). Therefore the first question asked in this study was “What are some of 
the things you like doing in your free time?” This question helped to indicate the 
types of interests gifted students with reading disabilities have and helped to inform 
Research Question 1.  
The focus questions for the semi-structured interviews in the study were 
developed from the Literature Review (Chapter 2) and Conceptual Framework 
(Chapter 3), and were designed to address the issues typically faced by gifted 
students with a reading disability. Probes were identified from the literature to focus 
the conversation on the intent of the question and to encourage further reflection and 
elaboration from the participant. The questions were grouped around the key aspects 
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of the Conceptual Framework: learning characteristics, experiences of school, 
academic self-efficacy and sources of self-efficacy (Appendix C). Table 4.4 shows 
how the focus questions relate to each of the issues identified in the literature as 
being problematic for gifted students with a reading disability.  
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Table 4.4 
How Questions Relate to Key Issues 
Questions   Issues   
  
 
 
1. What do you like to do in your free time?  
2. Where do you think you learn the most? Why do you say that? 
3. How would you describe what going to school is like for you? 
4. When you try really hard at school, does it make a difference to 
your results? Why do you think that? How does that make you 
feel? 
5. How do you think your teacher would describe you as a 
student? Why? 
6. How would you describe yourself as a student? Why? 
7. Who thinks you are clever? How do you know? 
 
Misidentification 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Access to 
texts 
 
 
 
 
 
Lack of 
challenge 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Self-
critical 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appearing 
average 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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Interview questions also related to aspects of the Reader Self-Perception 
Scale (RSPS) and self-efficacy in reading specifically. For example: 
You mentioned the difference in how you feel about oral reading and reading 
to yourself. Why is there a difference? 
How does reading out loud make you feel? Why? 
What would make you feel that you are improving in your reading?  
Which one of those things has the biggest impact on how you feel about your 
reading ability?  
What advice would you give to teachers who are working with students like 
yourself? 
 
Interviews in the study lasted between 20 and 37 minutes and were audio 
taped. Interviews were conducted in the school setting or home of each participant. 
The length of each interview is shown in Table 4.5. The table also provides an 
indication of follow up interviews or conversations. Additionally, it shows if the 
follow up occurred with the student for clarification, or if there was a follow up 
conversation with a parent or teacher to clarify, or confirm, something that the 
student commented upon.  
Recordings were transcribed by the researcher for analysis (See Appendix F 
for an example). Field notes were taken at each interview and these were included in 
the document reviews (See Appendix G, CDR18 for an example).  
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Table 4.5 
Interview Length and Follow-up 
Name  Length  Follow-up 
Chloe 22 Student, parent 
James 24 Teacher 
Elizabeth 36 Student 
Kurt 35 _ 
Rose 30 Student 
Scott 29 _ 
Jerry 21 Parent 
Michael 20 Parent 
Karl 28 Teacher 
 
4.3.3 Link between research questions and data sources 
The four research questions in the study were explored through a combination of data 
sources, consisting of: psychometric profiles; students’ responses on a measure of 
reader self-perception; interviews; and document reviews which included school 
reports, field notes, previous assessments and parent/teacher comment sheet. These 
data sources were described in Section 4.3.2. The relationship between each data 
collection method and the research questions is shown (Table 4.6). 
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Table 4.6 
Relationship Between Research Questions and Data Sources 
 Data sources 
 WISC  
RSPM 
WIAT  
 
RSPS Doc 
reviews 
Interviews 
Research Questions      
1. What are the common learning 
characteristics of the students in 
the study? 
     
2. How does being gifted with a 
reading disability impact on the 
lived experience of school? 
     
3. How does the lived experience 
of gifted students with a reading 
disability impact upon self-
efficacy in reading?  
     
4. Which sources of self-efficacy 
are cited by gifted students with 
a reading disability as effective 
in improving self-efficacy?  
     
 
Research Question 1 (What are the common learning characteristics of the 
students in the study?) was answered through an analysis of previous WISC III or IV, 
Stanford Binet 5 assessment reports or Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices 
results, WIAT II reading assessments (reading comprehension, single word reading 
and pseudo word reading), Reader Self-Perception Scales, document reviews and 
semi-structured interviews.  
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Research Question 2 (How does being gifted students with a reading 
disability impact on the lived experience of school?) was addressed through the use 
of the semi-structured interviews and document reviews, for example, parent/teacher 
comment sheets (see Section 4.5.1.2).  
Research Question 3 (How does the lived experience of gifted students with a 
reading disability impact upon self-efficacy in reading?) was addressed through the 
Reader Self-Perception Scales, document reviews and semi-structured interviews.  
Research Question 4 (Which sources of self-efficacy are cited by gifted 
students with a reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy?) was 
informed by the semi-structured interviews and the Reader Self-Perception Scales.  
A model of the design for the research, showing the data sources for 
verification of participant selection and the case study, is presented (Figure 4.4).  
 
Figure 4.4 Sequence of data collection for the research design. 
Case study base 
Reader Self- 
Perception Scale  
Previous 
assessments Document reviews 
Semi-structured 
interviews 
Administration of assessments  (if required) 
Ravens SPM WIAT II 
Verification  of participants  
Analysis of previous assessments 
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4.3.4 Data analysis 
Data analysis is the process by which order and interpretation is brought to the data 
collected (Yin, 2009). The aim is to gain a deeper understanding of what has been 
studied and to continually refine interpretations of the data (Basit, 2003). Hence, it is 
an active process of making sense and constructing meaning (Greene, 1992). In this 
research study there were three types of data that required analysis. Each data type 
was analysed to inform the four research questions of the study.  
4.3.4.1 Reader Self-Perception Scale 
The analysis of the Reader Self-Perception Scale followed the guidelines set out by 
Henk and Melnick (1995) (see Appendix B). Raw scores for each participant, 
produced through the scale, were norm referenced against the means provided by 
Henk and Melnick (1995). This indicated the level of self-efficacy in reading of the 
participants and helped to answer Research Question 3 (How does the lived 
experience of gifted students with a reading disability impact upon their self-efficacy 
in reading?). Scale data also provided information about the sources of self-efficacy 
cited by gifted students with a reading disability. These data also aided in answering 
Research Question 4 (What sources of self-efficacy are named by gifted students 
with a reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy?) which identified the 
sources of self-efficacy most often identified by the participants. RSPS data were 
also used to compare interview responses about the sources of self-efficacy and to 
determine different themes emerging between the two data sets. For example, was 
one source identified more often in the interview responses but not evident in the 
scale responses? Similarly, did the scale data confirm the themes predicted, or 
emerging in the interview data? 
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4.3.4.2 Semi-structured interviewing 
Semi-structured interviews were used to explore Research Question 2 which 
focussed upon the lived experience of gifted students with a reading disability. Codes 
for analysing the interviews were established based on the key issues identified in the 
literature review (see Table 2.3) and emerging themes that described the patterns 
involved in the life experiences of the participants (McPhail, 1995). It was important 
that the data analysis included all experiences to reflect the diversity amongst the 
participants (Ziebland & McPherson, 2006). As the research was a case study, the 
goal was to expand and generalise theories rather than to enumerate frequencies (Yin 
2009). Therefore, an analysis was not conducted to indicate the frequency with 
which participants believed that the states described applied to them. 
The semi-structured interviews helped to further inform Research Question 1. 
Coding for the data analysis was based on categories yielded by the literature review 
(Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3). Therefore, codes included: strong thinking skills, creative 
and abstract thinking, knowledge in areas of interest, problem-solving skills, 
extensive vocabulary, processing difficulties, difficult memorising isolated facts, 
disorganisation, poor motivation in areas of challenge and self-criticism. In addition, 
emerging themes were identified and coded accordingly, for example, variety of 
interests outside of school, likes designing and needs to see relevance and purpose. 
According to Saldana (2009), “A code in qualitative inquiry is most often a word or 
short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence capturing, and/or 
evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” (2009, p. 3). The 
aim was to find repetitive patterns and consistencies amongst the student responses 
(Saldana, 2009). Table 4.7 shows an example of how the coding was recorded for 
comparison between participants to see themes and commonalities. 
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Table 4.7 
Data Coding Example 
Attribute Chloe Jerry Karl James Scott Elizabeth Michael Rose Kurt 
Likes designing  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Likes computer games Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Lego favourite 'toy'  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Likes Science Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Likes Maths  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
Disorganised  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Low self-efficacy in reading  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
Dislikes 'English'  Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Processing difficulties  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Relatively 
Good abstract thinker  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Strong visual/spatial skills  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Variety of interests outside school  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Difficulty spelling  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Difficulty in other curriculum areas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Highly self-critical  Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Strong oral language skills  Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Enjoys challenge  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Need to see relevance/purpose Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Personal interest a motivating factor Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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The semi-structured interviews and document reviews required two cycles of 
analysis. The first cycle of analysis involved several methods of coding described by 
Saldana (2009). Attribute coding was used to record demographic characteristics (for 
example, gender, age and data format), along with Structural coding to represent 
each research question and topic of inquiry (Saldana, 2009). The Structural elements 
were colour coded for ease of management. The labels used were content based or 
conceptual phrases (Saldana, 2009). They were as follows: learning characteristics, 
coping strategy, sources of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994), impact of being gifted with 
a reading disability, or advice to teachers (see Appendix F for an example of how 
participants’ interviews were transcribed and coded). Emotion coding was used to 
label the emotions recalled by the participants, for example, sad, angry and annoyed. 
Initial coding was used to capture emerging topics in an open ended approach 
(Saldana, 2009). As previously mentioned, codes were also used from the literature 
review, for example, misidentification, lack of challenge and the need to work harder 
for average results. As data were collected, emergent themes were also noted such as 
friendship issues, bullying, resilience and self-awareness. The second cycle of coding 
involved pattern coding, during which time major themes were noted (Saldana, 
2009).   
Research Question 4, focussing on sources of self-efficacy, required a 
different analysis of the interview data. The analysis for this question had an 
anticipatory focus because the question sought to identify the sources of self-efficacy 
most frequently identified by the participants as effective. The initial anticipated 
themes were based on Bandura’s (1994) theory and focussed upon the four sources 
of self-efficacy: physiological influences; verbal persuasion (social feedback); 
vicarious or observational experiences; and progress or opportunities for mastery 
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experiences in the classroom (Section 3.5). For example, when Chloe was asked, 
What would have the biggest impact on how you feel about your reading ability?, she 
responded, “probably being able to read out loud like other people”. This expression 
was coded as a mastery experience.  Similarly, when Elizabeth commented, “I could 
actually comprehend though and that’s when I started to read a lot more and believe 
in myself”, the comment was coded as a mastery experience. These comments 
convey a sense of achievement and recognition of progress. Frequency distribution 
data were also calculated from these data to determine the sources which were 
identified most often by the participants.  
4.3.4.3 Document reviews 
Documents were collected for two different purposes and therefore analysed in 
different ways to meet these purposes. The first purpose of the documents was to 
provide background information for the interview process. Using the school website 
the researcher looked for evidence of the types of programs offered in the school 
(e.g. gifted programs or special interest programs). Second, individual students’ 
school reports, obtained from parents or schools, were analysed using the same 
coding to that used in the interview analysis. The purpose was to determine if the key 
issues impacting on the lived experience of gifted students with a reading disability 
(Table 2.3) were observed in teacher comments on report cards. For example, did 
teacher comments indicate misidentification where comments focussed upon laziness 
or lack of effort?  
Document reviews also helped to inform Research Question 1. The coding 
used for this process was also based on the literature and the same as the coding used 
for the semi-structured interview analysis (Table 4.7). For an example of coding used 
in the document review process see Appendix G. Colour coding was used to indicate 
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if the item was a learning characteristic, an example of an emotional issue resulting 
from the impact of being gifted with a reading disability, a coping strategy, 
conflicting advice between specialists and the students’ preference, or an example of 
misidentification (Appendix G). For example, on Rose’s Year 4 Report Card, an area 
needing attention identified by Rose’s teacher was oral language skills. However, 
oral language was a particular strength for Rose and previously identified in a WISC 
assessment as being in the gifted range. This comment was coded as 
‘misidentification’. In the same report card Rose was noted as an average performer 
generally, this was also coded as ‘misidentification’.      
4.3.5 Summary 
By using both quantitative and qualitative data in this case study, a richer and more 
detailed portrayal of the phenomenon under study was provided. A study such as this 
required careful selection of cases in order to either support or refute the propositions 
made earlier in this section (Section 4.3.1).  
The analysis of the five data sources variously informed the research 
questions as described above. Where two or more sources informed one question, the 
quality of the research was enhanced through triangulation. The link between the 
research questions, the data collected and data analysis is shown below (Table 4.8).  
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Table 4.8 
Data Collection and Analysis in Relation to Research Questions 
Research questions Data collected Data analysis 
1. What are the 
common learning 
characteristics of the 
students in this 
study? 
• WISC IV, Stanford 
Binet 5 or Raven’s 
Standard Progressive 
Matrices 
• WIAT II – Reading 
Comprehension, 
Pseudoword and Word 
Reading tests 
• Field notes 
• Parent/teacher comment 
sheets 
 
• Sub-test scores – 
compare across cases 
to determine 
similarities  
• Sub-test scores – 
compare across cases 
to determine 
similarities 
• Data coding  
• Data coding  
2. How does being 
gifted with a reading 
disability impact 
upon the lived 
experience of 
school? 
 
• Document review- 
school reports, school 
website 
• Semi-structured 
interviews with students  
• Data coding – 
compare with 
interview responses 
• Data coding –watch 
for patterns emerging  
3. How does the lived 
experience of gifted 
students with a 
reading disability 
impact upon self-
efficacy in reading?  
• Reader Self-Perception 
Scale (Henk & Melnick, 
1995) 
 
 
• Document reviews – 
school reports 
 
 
• Semi-structured 
interviews with students 
 
 
• Scale scores compared 
with norming data will 
indicate if the 
participants have low 
self-efficacy in 
reading.  
• Data coding – 
compare with 
interview and RSPS 
responses  
• Data coding – 
emergent themes to 
indicate possible 
causes for level of 
self-efficacy in 
reading. 
   
4. Which sources of 
self-efficacy are cited 
by gifted students 
with a reading 
disability as effective 
in improving self-
efficacy? 
 
• Semi-structured 
interviews with students 
• Expansion of RSPS 
responses  
• Data coding – 
anticipated themes - 
use Bandura’s sources 
of self-efficacy (see 
Section 3.1.2) 
• Frequency distribution 
-coded frequency data 
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4.4 Research Quality 
The quality of research can be enhanced through analytic depth (Ziebland & 
McPherson, 2006). Analytic depth can be achieved by exploring the alignment 
between the findings of this study and the findings or theories of other studies 
(Ziebland & McPherson, 2006). Therefore, findings from this study were compared 
with Bandura’s (1994) theory of self-efficacy to determine if the findings were 
consistent with the theory. Findings were also compared with other studies into self-
efficacy (e.g., Chapman & Turner, 2003, Henk & Melnick, 1995; Howe et al., 1997), 
previous studies into the learning characteristics of gifted students with learning 
disabilities and reading development.  
The quality of the research was safeguarded through triangulation (Greene, 
Caracelli, & Graham, 1989). Triangulation has the purpose of offsetting bias when 
the same phenomenon is under investigation; hence the validity of the inquiry is 
strengthened (Greene et al., 1989). Triangulation in this research study occurred 
through the comparison of multiple types of data. The Reader Self-Perception Scales 
(Henk & Melnick, 1995) established the participants’ levels of self-efficacy in 
reading; these levels were confirmed or refuted through the semi-structured 
interviews. The document review also assisted with the triangulation process by 
verifying themes which emerged in the semi-structured interviews. Report cards gave 
an indication of the participants’ levels of achievement in reading which was 
compared with their perceived level of achievement. This indicated whether the 
participants had an accurate, understated or inflated level of self-efficacy (see 
Section 3.4).  
Validity and credibility of research can be also be strengthened by conveying 
participants’ reflections in their own words as illustrations of the findings (Patton, 
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2002). Hence, throughout Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8, where the findings of the study are 
presented, illustrative vignettes and quotations from participants have been used. 
These vignettes also serve the purpose of providing abbreviated information about 
each case since in a case study of this nature it is not appropriate to have separate 
chapters for each individual case (Yin, 2009). Instead, it is more appropriate to report 
the results as a cross case analysis with separate cross case issues dispersed 
throughout the report.  
4.5 Ethical Considerations 
Ethical approval for this study was given by the QUT University Human Research 
Ethics Committee (Approval number 0900000069). Participants were nominated by 
parents, self-nominated or nominated by teachers of independent schools in 
Queensland. In all cases, informed consent was given.  
Participants were approached if they had been nominated by their teachers as 
gifted with a reading disability, or if parents believed that their child was gifted with 
a reading disability. In two instances, participants self-nominated after hearing about 
the study.  
Due to the age of the participants, consent was sought from the primary 
caregiver of each participant. The primary caregiver of each participant was provided 
with an information sheet detailing the purposes of the study, timeframes and 
anticipated participant involvement (see Appendix H). Contact details of the 
researcher were provided to the primary caregiver of the potential participant so that 
additional clarity about the study could be obtained if required. The caregiver was 
asked to indicate if he or she had explicitly discussed the purpose of the study with 
the participant who in turn agreed to participate. Participants were informed that 
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participation in the study was voluntary and that they were able to withdraw from the 
study at any stage without adversely affecting their relationship with their school or 
teacher.  
All participants were capable of giving informed consent because they were 
all high functioning students. There were no financial payments, incentives or 
reimbursements made to participants. Potential risks to the participants in the 
proposed study were considered. Participants provided informed consent and were 
advised of their ability to withdraw from the study without comment or penalty. The 
independence of the study from school assessment was stressed. The subject matter 
of the study was not intentionally sensitive or controversial. The potential risks to 
participants associated with their participation in this study that were particularly 
considered are as follows: loss of privacy; interruption to student learning at school; 
and distress during the interview that may be related or not related to interview 
content. Each has been documented in this section with an outline of how each risk 
was managed throughout the study. 
 Compliance with the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2000 
(Queensland) requires that all persons working in specific child-related activities 
undergo a criminal history check. The researcher in this study is a member of the 
Queensland College of Teachers and therefore complied with this requirement.  
Privacy for participants was maintained. All identifiers (names, school, 
images and date of birth) were removed from interview transcripts, notes and school 
documents. So that data sets could be compared at a later date, pseudonym was used 
to identify data which belonged to one participant.  
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If an interview took place at school, rather than in the participant’s home, 
interruption to the participant's learning was avoided by ensuring that the timing of 
interviews was kept to a minimum (no more than 40 minutes). Times for interviews 
were arranged with the school staff at a time when the interview was least intrusive 
for the curriculum. When the interviews were conducted in the home of the 
participant this was not an issue. 
There was a low probability that the children would become distressed during 
the interview. For example, when recounting a particular learning experience or 
situation, a child may have become upset (e.g., sad, angry or frustrated). In the event 
of participant distress, the interviewer had decided to offer to halt the interview while 
the participant recovered and resume the interview later. Alternatively, the 
participant was able to decide to suspend the interview or cease participation 
altogether. In the rare occurrence that distress did occur, and the interview took place 
at an independent school, it was planned that the child's teacher would be informed 
so that a referral to the School Counsellor could be made. For home interviews the 
researcher also carried cards with the Kids Help Line contact details for distribution 
in the unlikely event of distress. There were no occasions when these distress 
management strategies were required.  
4.6 Data Management 
Data were managed to comply with Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 
requirements. As the data were collected they were “de-identified” so that they were 
not individually identifiable. Participants’ name, school, date of birth and any other 
identifying mark were removed from all data. Names were replaced with a 
pseudonym so that participants could be re-identified for cross-checking of data sets. 
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A system was used to identify each data source in the findings (which will be 
discussed in Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8). This system is outlined in Table 4.9. Within the 
Case Study Data Base a reference code was provided for the data sources for each 
participant. The reference codes in Chapters 5 and 6 indicate the initial/s of the 
participants and the number of the document in the record of documents. For 
example, a WISC IV assessment report for Chloe was coded as C for Chloe, then 
DR1 because it was the first document within the record of documents for Chloe. 
Thus the reference code CDR1 was used.  
Table 4.9 
System Used to Identify Each Data Source 
Code Data source 
WISC III 
WISC IV 
WISC III  
WISC IV 
SB5 Stanford Binet 5  
RSPM Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices 
WIAT II WIAT II  
DR Document reviews including parent and teacher 
comment sheets, WISC or Stanford Binet 5 
assessment reports and field notes 
SSI Semi-structured interviews  
RSPS Reader Self-Perception Scale 
 
4.7 Chapter Summary 
The research study into the lived experience of gifted students with a reading 
disability employed a case study approach. It was descriptive in nature and utilised 
quantitative and qualitative data sources. The quantitative aspect of the design 
involved the use of the Reader Self-Perception Scales (Henk & Melnick, 1995). 
These scales were based on Bandura’s (1986) theory of self-efficacy which 
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underpinned the study. The scales were used for two purposes. They indicated the 
level of self-efficacy in reading for each participant and also helped to guide the 
questions raised in the semi-structured interviews. Semi-structured interviews and 
document reviews formed the basis of the qualitative aspect of the study. Through 
the interview process the researcher aimed to gain an understanding of the lived 
experience of the nine school-aged participants and how this experience impacts 
upon self-efficacy in reading. Document reviews provided background information 
for the interviews and were compared with results from the RSPS and interview 
responses.  
The quality of research was established in two ways. First, it occurred 
through a process of triangulation using the different data sets. Second, quality was 
verified by determining if the findings aligned with the existing literature in Chapters 
2 and 3.  
A summary of the links between each research question, the data collection 
methods, and the data analysis techniques was presented (Table 4.7). The system 
used to identify each data source in the findings (which will be discussed in Chapters 
5, 6, 7 and 8) are outlined (Table 4.9). Throughout the study both emergent and 
anticipated themes were noted.  
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Chapter 5 
Student Learning Profiles 
 
5.1. Overview of Results Chapters 
Chapter 5 is the first of four results chapters. The purpose of this chapter is to 
describe the learning characteristics of the nine participants. The chapter specifically 
addresses Research Question 1 (What are the common learning characteristics of the 
students in the study?). Chapter 6 describes the impact concomitant giftedness and 
reading disability has had on the lived experience of school for the participants 
(Research Question 2). It describes how this lived experience has impacted upon the 
participants’ self-efficacy in reading (Question 3) and also presents data on the 
sources of self-efficacy identified by the participants as effective in increasing self-
efficacy in reading (Research Question 4).  
Chapters 7 and 8 provide two case examples that illustrate the findings for the four 
research questions to provide a deeper understanding of the characteristics and issues 
faced by gifted students with a reading disability. Chapter 7 describes the case of 
James, aged sixteen, and enrolled in a supportive school environment where he has 
always been recognised as a gifted student, with allowances made for his reading 
disability. Chapter 8 details the case of Chloe, aged eleven, and enrolled in a less 
supportive school environment, where she felt the focus was more on her reading 
disability than on her gifted abilities.  
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5.2. Introduction 
Chapter 5 has eight sections. It describes the learning profiles of the nine 
participants, six of whom were males (James, Jerry, Karl, Kurt, Michael and Scott) 
and three of whom were females (Chloe, Elizabeth and Rose). Five of the students 
were attending secondary school, ranging from Years 8 to 12 (Elizabeth, James, 
Kurt, Michael and Rose) and four were enrolled in primary school, ranging from 
Years 5 to 6 (Chloe, Jerry, Karl and Scott).  
The learning profiles were created from an overview of each participant’s 
typical learning characteristics. These were based on data from a variety of sources 
including: cognitive assessments, reading assessments, parent and teacher comment 
sheets, student report cards and interview transcripts (see Section 4.3.4). Information 
about each sub-test from the cognitive and reading assessments has been included in 
Appendix E to provide the reader with additional information about the skills being 
assessed, and how these link to specific aspects of learning.   
The data revealed a combination of learning strengths, in conjunction with 
factors which made learning difficult. The characteristics which emerged from the 
data included: good reading comprehension skills together with poor decoding skills 
(Section 5.3); low working memory (Section 5.4); good problem-solving, creative 
and abstract thinking skills (Section 5.5); lack of organisation (Section 5.6); self-
motivation with intrinsic curiosity (Section 5.7); processing difficulties (Section 5.8) 
and a heightened level of self-awareness (Section 5.9). The chapter concludes with a 
summary (Section 5.10). 
Throughout this chapter descriptive vignettes have been included to illustrate 
particular characteristics of students who are gifted with a reading disability. They 
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provide snapshots that demonstrate how the characteristics can be manifested. For 
example, in Vignette 1, the complex profile of both learning strengths and 
weaknesses is illustrated through the example of James. Bolding is used to emphasise 
the contrast between James’ learning strengths and weaknesses.    
Vignette 1 
 
James described how he could outperform his class mates in physics 
and mathematics (James Semi-Structured Interview; JSSI), design and 
make his own surf-boards (JSSI) and restore his car engine. He also 
stated that he aspires to be an aeronautical engineer (JSSI). Yet, James 
had struggled to learn to read, and still found reading difficult; wrote 
“like a two year old” (James’ description) and struggled to spell simple 
words such as “we” (JSSI).   
 
When asked about what he did in his free time, James explained, 
“I like making things; I make my own surf-boards. I like to surf a lot. I 
just bought a car and I really like working on that …taking the engine 
apart, putting it together and upgrading it a bit” (JSSI). 
 
When asked about how he knows about car engines, James replied, 
“(I) sort of just figure things out as I go and because I understand the 
basic principles I taught myself. I really like physics … enjoy it … it’s 
hard but I get it” (JSSI).  
 
 
5.3. Good comprehension despite poor decoding skills 
The data revealed that the students typically had good levels of reading 
comprehension despite their poor decoding skills. Data for the reading component of 
the WIAT II were available for all students (see Section 4.3.2.2). Skills tested 
included reading comprehension, individual word reading, and the ability to read 
 136 
 
pseudo words as an indicator of phonetic decoding skills. For example, students were 
asked to read passages of text and then answer questions, read lists of individual 
words that increased in difficulty and read lists of nonsense words of increasing 
difficulty, such as “ib” and “ostique” (Harcourt Assessment, 2007). The specific 
tasks involved in the WIAT II assessment are described in Appendix E.  
The participants’ results for the three sub-tests (Reading Comprehension, 
Word Reading and Pseudoword Reading) are shown in Figure 5.1 which illustrates 
the pattern of results as percentiles for each participant. Seven of the nine students 
(Chloe, James, Rose, Karl, Michael, Elizabeth and Scott) had higher reading 
comprehension scores than their individual word and pseudo word reading scores, 
(while only two students (Kurt and Jerry) had lower reading comprehension scores 
than their word and pseudo word reading scores). Six students (Chloe, James, Rose, 
Karl, Michael and Elizabeth) were able to read individual words more accurately 
than they were able to read pseudo, or non-sense words. There were three exceptions. 
One was Kurt, who had the same scores for the two sub-tests, indicating that he was 
able to read non-sense words and individual words with equal effectiveness. The 
other two exceptions were Jerry and Scott, who were both able to read pseudo, or 
non-sense words, more successfully than individual words. Since the pseudo word 
test is an indicator of phonetic decoding skills this result suggests that Jerry and Scott 
do not necessarily apply their phonetic decoding skills to read individual words.  
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Figure 5.1 WIAT II reading results. 
Overall, however, the participants showed a synchronous profile of higher 
levels of comprehension and lower scores for decoding skills. In all but two instances 
(Jerry and Scott), the difference in participant performance between the reading 
comprehension, and the other subtests of wording reading and pseudo word reading, 
was statistically significant based on the scoring manual for the WIAT II (see Table 
5.1). Table 5.1 depicts standardised WIAT II scores for each participant and indicates 
the significant differences between reading comprehension scores and word reading, 
and between reading comprehension scores and pseudo word reading.  With the 
exception of Jerry, there is a significant difference between word reading and reading 
comprehension. There is also a significant difference between pseudo word reading 
and reading comprehension for all participants with the exception of Scott. Thus, 
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most of the students were able to comprehend the passages of text at a higher level 
than their peers despite their relatively weaker phonetic decoding skills.  
Table 5.1 
Statistical Difference Between Sub-tests 
Name 
Reading 
comp 
Word 
reading 
aRC & 
bWR 
 
Significant 
difference 
(.05 level) 
Pseudo 
word 
reading 
aRC & 
cPR  
 
Significant 
difference 
(.05 level) 
Chloe 110 96 14 Yes 77 33 Yes 
James 116 95 21 Yes 93 23 Yes 
Jerry 90 98 8 No 109 19 Yes 
Kurt 115 135 20 Yes 135 20 Yes 
Karl 104 87 17 Yes 67 37 Yes 
Elizabeth 122 92 30 Yes 76 46 Yes 
Michael 112 98 14 Yes 94 18 Yes 
Scott 94 69 25 Yes 85 9 No 
Rose 118 90 28 Yes 63 55 Yes 
Note. aRC = Reading comprehension, bWR = Word reading, cPR = Pseudo word 
reading 
All participants scored in the average to superior range for reading 
comprehension (see Table 5.2), indicating that all were able to read passages and 
answer questions about the passage. However, these average to superior scores were 
achieved, in most cases, with relatively poor individual word reading and decoding 
skills. In five cases students (Chloe, Elizabeth, James, Rose and Michael) scored low 
averages in the decoding skills sub-test and yet still managed to achieve reading 
comprehension sub-test scores that were in the high average to superior range, as 
specified in the scoring manual.  Two students (Karl and Scott) achieved average 
comprehension scores despite their low or extremely low decoding skills (Table 5.2). 
Overall, these scores present a confusing contradiction, because although the 
students typically read with low levels of accuracy and stumble over words, they are 
able to understand a text at a higher level than many of their same aged peers. 
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Table 5.2 
Description of Sub-test Scores 
Name 
Reading 
comprehension Word reading 
Pseudo word 
reading 
Chloe High average Average Borderline 
James High average Average Average 
Jerry Average Average Average 
Kurt High average Superior Superior 
Karl Average Low average Extremely low 
Elizabeth Superior Average Borderline 
Michael High average Average Average 
Scott Average Extremely low Low average 
Rose High average Average Extremely low 
 
A diagrammatic representation depicting the distribution of students’ performances 
on the reading comprehension and pseudo word reading assessments is provided in 
Figure 5.2. Advanced vocabulary and verbal comprehensions skills, both of which 
are characteristics of gifted students (see Section 2.2.1) appear to assist the students’ 
ability to understand the passages of text. The six students whose reading 
comprehension scores were in the high average and superior range (Elizabeth, Rose, 
James, Michael, Chloe and Kurt) were all described as having advanced vocabulary, 
or well developed verbal comprehension skills.  These skills were noted on 
parent/teacher comment sheets and on the students’ previous assessment reports (see 
Section 4.3.4.3).  
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Figure 5.2 Distribution of students. 
Stronger verbal comprehension skills on the WISC (Wechlser Intelligence 
Scale for Children) assessment correlated with higher levels of reading 
comprehension on the WIAT II assessment. Four of the students (Chloe, James, Kurt 
and Rose) had WISC results which indicated that their verbal comprehension skills 
were above the 90th percentile (see Figure 5.3). A high score in this area indicates 
that a student has specific talents in the areas of verbal concept formation, word 
knowledge, abstract and verbal reasoning and general knowledge (JDR5).  Jerry and 
Karl, who had low verbal comprehension scores on the WISC, also had lower scores 
for reading comprehension on the WIAT II. Jerry has since been diagnosed as having 
a pragmatic language disorder (JSDR7) which would help to explain why his 
comprehension scores were lower on the WIAT II and possibly why he is reluctant to 
read (JSDR4) (Section 6.2.3). With the exception of Jerry and Karl, the students 
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appeared to use their word knowledge, verbal reasoning and general knowledge to 
understand the passages of text, even though they were not always able to accurately 
decode each individual word.  
 
Figure 5.3 Comparison between verbal comprehension and reading comprehension. 
 
An anomaly existed in the case of Kurt who achieved superior scores on both 
word reading and pseudo word reading sub-tests, but only achieved high average 
results for reading comprehension (KLDR9). Although his reading comprehension 
score was above average for his age, the difference between his reading 
comprehension score, and word reading and pseudo word scores, was statistically 
significant (see Table 5.2). Kurt’s reading comprehension score (84th percentile on 
the WIAT II) did not reflect his ability in the verbal reasoning abilities (99th 
percentile on the WISC assessment). Furthermore, on another reading assessment, 
the TORCH (Tests of Reading Comprehension) assessment (ACER Press, 2003), 
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Kurt’s score was Stanine1 which indicates a very low level of comprehension 
(KLDR4). Therefore, although Kurt’s reading was accurate and fluent, he did not 
necessarily understand everything that he read. Kurt’s teacher summed up the 
dilemma in an email in which she concluded “So- inconsistent results and I'm 
unsure what we can do about it... ” (emphasis added, KDR10).  Indeed, Kurt 
himself recognised this as a problem and described his frustration at not being able to 
understand what he reads (SSI 9). He explained, “Well, I find reading quite boring 
and slow in a way. Even just reading half a page I get bored and I want to just … 
ahh… hard to explain. I feel …frustrated, I just don’t understand it” (emphasis 
added, KLSSI). Kurt’s difficulty in reading was not identified until he was in his 
sixth year of school, aged 11 (KLDR7). This was possibly a result of the increasing 
complexity of the texts Kurt was required to read.  
The contradictions between the students’ strong verbal abilities and poor 
decoding skills appeared to create confusion for teachers, parents and the students 
themselves. This confusion is captured in the following excerpt from Chloe’s report 
(bolding has been added to emphasise the confusion): 
It is very difficult to accept that a child with such gifted verbal reasoning 
skills and complex language as Chloe cannot perform to that level in all areas 
of work, and especially her written work. This creates frustration for 
teachers and no doubt has then some secondary impact on Chloe 
(Paediatrician Report, dated March, 2005). 
An illustrative case example provides more detail in Vignette 2.  It demonstrates how 
this confusion, caused for teachers by the inconsistencies in reading skills, can be 
manifested in a school setting. The vignette shows the substantial inconsistencies 
between Rose’s performance on tests of verbal ability, reading comprehension and 
measures of  reading accuracy and fluency. Rose was assessed by a clinical 
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psychologist when she was eight years old (RDR6). The assessment was instigated 
by Rose’s parents who believed there was a difference between Rose’s oral language 
ability and her progress in reading (RDR10, RDR22). Bolding is used to emphasise 
the inconsistencies.  
Vignette 2 
Rose was identified in her school report as “experiencing difficulty with 
oral reading and number facts” (RDR3). She was specifically described 
as having “trouble remembering many sight words” (RDR3).  
 
A WISC assessment revealed that Rose’s performance across a range of 
cognitive tasks was very inconsistent. Her verbal skills were described 
as being “consistently well above average with verbal reasoning skills, 
particularly at a conceptual, abstract level on the 99th percentile”. Her 
“common sense, logical reasoning, general knowledge and expressive 
vocabulary skills were described as being consistently above average, 
ranging from the 87th to 95th percentiles”. In contrast, Rose’s non-verbal 
skills were described as “extremely inconsistent”. (RDR1). 
 
Rose’s mother reported that Rose’s inconsistent profile continued to 
cause confusion for teachers (RDR8). For example, in state-wide reading 
tests, Rose performed in the average range (RDR5). However, when 
Rose was twelve her report card indicated that she was experiencing 
difficulty in reading comprehension (RDR7). Rose’s mother 
questioned the teacher about the report (RDR8). According to Rose’s 
mother, the teacher commented, that based on Rose’s lack of reading 
accuracy, she had made the assumption that Rose had poor reading 
comprehension skills. Subsequent assessments showed that Rose had 
reading comprehension skills in the high average to superior range 
(RDR 19 and RDR22).  
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The impact and implications of asynchronous skill development is discussed later 
(Sections 6.2 and 9.2). 
5.4. Low Working Memory 
Data on working memory were available from WISC results for seven participants in 
the study (see Table 5.3). Working memory plays an important role in the reading 
process because the reader must orchestrate several tasks simultaneously, for 
example, decoding or recognising words while also remembering what has already 
been read and recalling what is known about language rules. Generally, the students’ 
working memory results were in the borderline to average range. Scores were as low 
as the seventh percentile (Rose, RDR1), considered borderline compared to age 
peers, to the 47th percentile (Chloe, CDR10) which is average for age peers. Chloe 
and Rose’s performances are noteworthy, since these same students performed in the 
superior or very superior range on other sub-tests within the Verbal Comprehension 
Index in the same assessment, and therefore surpassed the performance of upwards 
of 90% of their age related peers. Difficulties with working memory may explain 
why eight of the nine students in the study were described as finding it difficult to 
recall isolated facts (as evidenced in parent/teacher comment sheets). Impact of low 
working memory will be further discussed in Chapter 9 (Section 9.2.1) where the 
influence of low working memory on reading and spelling ability will be explored.  
On the working memory sub-test Kurt is an anomaly with results in the 
superior range. The educational psychologist who assessed Kurt, however, noted that 
“Kurt’s abilities to sustain attention, concentrate, and exert mental control are a 
weakness relative to his verbal reasoning abilities” (KLDR2). The psychologist 
concluded that, “A relative weakness in mental control may make the processing of 
complex information more time consuming for Kurt, draining his mental energies 
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more quickly as compared to other children at his level of ability” (KLDR2). If Kurt 
is expected to have difficulties with processing complex information, due to a 
relative weakness in working memory, the six students (Chloe, James, Rose, Jerry, 
Kurt and Scott) scoring lower than Kurt, may experience even further difficulty 
sustaining attention and concentration. This difficulty would impact upon their 
ability to orchestrate the tasks, previously described, that are required for successful 
reading. 
Table 5.3 
Working Memory Performance 
Name Percentile score Description of performance 
Chloe 47 Average 
James 18 Low average 
Jerry 21 Low average 
Karl 42 Average 
Kurt 94 Superior 
Scott 34 Low average 
Rose 7 Borderline 
 
Working memory can impact upon word reading and phonological decoding 
(see Section 2.5). For all students, with the exception of Jerry and Kurt, relatively 
weak working memory scores were reflected in poorer performances on the word 
reading and pseudo word reading scores (see Figure 5.4). However, Jerry’s low 
average working memory score did not result in low average scores in the other sub-
tests. Indeed, his pseudo word performance surpassed 73% of his age related peers. 
Similarly, Kurt, whose working memory performance was noted as a relative 
weakness, was still able to produce superior results in the word reading (99th 
percentile) and pseudo word reading (99th percentile) sub-tests. Thus, although 
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working memory impacts upon word reading and phonological decoding in most 
cases, it cannot be assumed that this will always be the case for gifted students with a 
reading disability. It is possible that gifted students with a reading disability have 
other areas of strength that allow them to compensate for their relatively weak 
working memory skills (e.g., a heightened reasoning ability and ability to synthesise 
information which will be discussed shortly in Section 5.5).  
 
Figure 5.4 Percentile scores for working memory, word reading and pseudo word. 
5.5. Problem-solving, Creative and Abstract Thinking Skills 
Despite difficulties in other areas, such as poor decoding skills and low working 
memory, the nine students were described as having good general problem-solving 
skills (Section 2.2.1), as well as heightened ability for creative and abstract thinking. 
Table 5.4 provides examples of comments from documents which describe each 
student’s abilities in general problem solving, creative, and abstract thinking.   
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Table 5.4 
Examples of Comments  
Student Problem solving Creative thinking Abstract thinking 
Chloe Good problem-solving skills (CDR18). Particularly interested in inventing new 
machines (CDR18). 
High level of intellectual insight into 
complex concepts (CDR14). 
James Skills in solving nonverbal problems are in the 
high average range (JDR4). 
Heightened ability in tasks which involve 
creative thinking (JDR9) 
Abstract reasoning ability in Superior 
range (JDR4). 
Jerry Good problem-solving skills – orally (JSDR4) Enjoy plays and acting/drama (JSDR4) Abstract reasoning skills in high average 
range (JSDR1). 
Kurt High level of skill in the robotics unit, 
producing innovative extensions to the 
programming challenges. (KLDR3). 
Strengths in abstract and creative thinking 
– represents school in c Future Problem 
solving (KLDR3). 
Strengths in abstract and creative thinking 
– represents school in Future Problem 
solving c (KLDR3). 
Karl Excellent ability as well as flexibility in 
problem solving (KDR2) 
Creative with a good imagination (KDR3) Able to think abstractedly when a task is 
not language based (KDR3). 
Elizabeth Received a distinction for a ICAS Mathematics, 
Excellence in Design and Excellence in 
Architecture Graphics and Design school 
awards (EDR3). 
A creative student (EDR8).  Received Year 11 Best in Production 
Engineering Award (EDR3) 
Michael  Performs well in oral problem solving 
(MDR3). 
He usually has creative ideas (MDR9). Very high level of ability in explaining 
science concepts (MDR11). 
Scott High average ability for everyday problem 
solving (SDR6).  
Creates incredibly detailed drawings and 
animations (SDR2). 
Very good reasoning ability involving 
reasoning by analogy (SDR6).  
Rose Represented school in b Tournament of Minds 
(RDR7). 
Represented school in b Tournament of 
Minds (RDR7). 
Verbal reasoning skills, particularly at a 
conceptual, abstract level on the 99th 
percentile (RDR6). 
 Note. 
 a ICAS  is an International Competition and Assessment for Schools; b Tournament of Minds is a team based program that requires students to 
think creatively to solve demanding open ended challenges; c Future Problem Solving is an international educational program for students that 
focuses on the development of creative thinking skills and centres on the skills of problem identification and positive solutions to those problems.
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Although good problem-solving skills and a heightened ability in creative and 
abstract thinking were observed at school by teachers, as evidenced by teacher 
comments on school reports, or on the teacher comment sheets (Section 4.3.2.4), the 
skills were also strongly evidenced in the wide variety of activities that the students 
chose to pursue outside of school. The students’ out of school pursuits, as described 
by the students during the interviews, are summarised in Table 5.5.  
The students out of school pursuits showed a preference for activities which 
particularly utilised their visual spatial abilities. Nine students identified a strong 
interest in Lego and that this interest was maintained even as the students became 
older. Toys such as Lego, have been shown to be favourite toys of students with 
strong visual spatial abilities (Mann, 2005).  James explained, for example, 
When I was little I liked playing with Lego – probably played with Lego 
until I was way older than most kids. I’d like pull remote control cars apart 
and then make them out of Lego and put the engine in them (emphasis added) 
(JSSI).  
 
Similarly, Elizabeth (aged 17) noted,  
I was always building things, card houses or in the workshop building and 
hammering things together. My brother is into Lego and I still like to play 
with it, I often go down when he isn’t there and I’ll start playing … I love 
Meccano (emphasis added) (ESSI).   
 
It has been suggested that students with spatial strengths should be encouraged to 
pursue careers such as architecture, engineering, art, mechanics, computer science, 
mathematics and science (Mann, 2005). During the interviews eight of the nine 
students identified that they intend to follow career pathways in the areas identified 
by Mann (2005) as especially suited to students with spatial strengths. The exception 
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is Rose who wishes to pursue a career in teaching. Rose’s decision is based on an 
altruistic desire to help students with difficulties in learning succeed in school 
(RSSI). In her words, “I don’t want other kids to go through what I went through. I 
want to help them” (RSSI). The students’ career plans and clear goals will be further 
discussed shortly (Section 6.4.1.1) because of the link to motivation and 
perseverance. It could be hypothesised that the students’ clear plans, related to their 
strength areas, have helped them to remain motivated and persevere, despite the 
difficulties that they encounter on regular basis.   
Table 5.5 
Out of School Pursuits 
Student Outside of school pursuits 
Chloe Designs buildings and imaginary communities; contributes to a club 
newsletter; conducts personal research; designs with Lego; reads  
James Upgrades car engine; designs and makes surf-boards continues to enjoy 
playing and designing with Lego; very sporty 
Jerry Plays strategy computer games; plays with Lego; likes acting and drama   
Karl Designs intricate Lego models; plays Lego based computer games 
Kurt Performs in regional symphony orchestra and school bands; played and 
designed with Lego and Meccano when younger; still enjoys Lego 
Elizabeth Backpacked around Europe aged 16; continues to enjoy playing and designing 
with Lego; reads medical journals; very sporty  
Michael Plays real time strategy computer games; interested in strategies of war; reads 
historical novels 
Scott Gifted artist; creates animations and story boards  for films; reads  
Rose Plays strategy-based computer games; enjoyed playing with Lego when 
younger; prolific reader   
 
 
 150 
 
5.6. Lack of Organisation 
Data from the parent/teacher comment sheets and interviews revealed that all 
participants were described as disorganised.  In a school setting, this characteristic 
was described by an educational psychologist who assessed one of the students, as 
manifesting in “difficulties with planning and completing projects; understanding 
how long a task will take to complete; trouble communicating details in an organised 
and sequential manner and difficulty initiating tasks” (CDR3). Vignette 3 provides 
an illustrative example of how a difficulty in communicating details in an organised 
and sequential manner is manifested at school for James. Bolding has been added for 
emphasis.  
Vignette 3 
 “I’m messy you know what I mean. I was so good at maths in the 
younger grades. I was like in the top maths group in Year 6 and all that 
but it got worse when they were like looking for setting out and that 
sort of thing. See I can do it in my head but it’s actually writing it 
down sort of thing that’s hard and I’ll lose it” (JSSI).  
 
James continued to explain, “In Graphics, I get A’s and stuff but the bit 
that lets me down is saying stuff, like justifying why that worked. When 
it comes to the justification and justifying why this is that sort of thing 
…I don’t know why, but I can’t write it. Ahhh …” (JSSI). 
 
 
A consequence of a difficulty in organising, and communicating details in a 
sequential manner, is that the students’ test results do not always reflect their 
cognitive ability (interviews and parent/teacher comments). This leads to frustration 
for the students (interview transcripts). The problem appears to be more pervasive 
when students are required to write their understanding or thoughts. Kurt explained, 
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“I think that it would be better for me to tape myself giving the answer rather than 
writing it down. I’d get more information out of myself as well” (KLSSI). Chloe 
made a similar statement, “Sometimes I think it would be fun if I could just say it 
into a tape recorder, what I’d like to say instead of having to write it all out. It’s 
Frustrating” (emphasis added) (CSSI). Michael’s mother wrote on the parent 
comment sheet, “Written demonstration of understanding is ineffective and 
frustrating for Michael and often leads to an inaccurate perception of his ability” 
(emphasis added) (MDR3). Similarly, James observed, “I’m so good in class and can 
do all of the harder questions and then it comes to an exam and I don’t do as well. 
I’m bad at exams” (emphasis added) (JSSI). James’ teacher confirmed this 
perspective (JDR10). This finding highlights the differences in the students’ oral and 
written abilities. It appears that the students experience less difficulty when asked to 
communicate and organise their ideas in an oral response, as opposed to in a written 
format. The finding has implications for assessment practices, since a student’s 
written communication may not give an accurate indication of their understanding of 
a topic, or of their ability.  
Paradoxically, at home, all students were involved in a wide range of self-
initiated projects and activities which required task initiation and planning (see Table 
5.5). The students’ organisational difficulties may be less pronounced in the home 
setting where time pressures are reduced. At school, there are time constraints and 
pressures to complete tasks within certain time frames, particularly during 
examinations periods. This contrasted with the home setting, where the students have 
extended periods of time, and therefore more time to plan and trial different 
strategies and evaluate their progress. Furthermore, the students appear to be 
intrinsically motivated and interested in the tasks that they choose to complete at 
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home (see Vignette 4 for an illustrative example).  Consequently, they are more 
likely to persist until the task is completed and invest time and effort in planning the 
task initially. The finding reinforces the complex nature of the students’ learning 
profiles previously mentioned (Section 5.3), and suggests that areas of weakness can 
be more pronounced in the school setting, but may be less pervasive in another 
setting, such as home. Contributing factors to the students’ varying organisational 
abilities appear to be the nature of the task, the requirement for written expression to 
demonstrate their ideas and thinking, together with motivation. These factors will be 
discussed shortly (Section 5.7).  
Vignette 4 
At home, Chloe enjoys researching topics of interest, regularly 
contributes to a club newsletter, creates intricate cubby house designs and 
produces mini projects (CSSI). All of these activities require planning 
and communication in a sequential manner. Chloe made the following 
comments: ‘“I like to write B___ (name of her dog) stories. I like to do 
the __________ newsletter and I like to write a few poems and I like 
playing outside”(CSSI). She added, “I like researching ... if I get 
interested in something I’ll go off and research it on the computer and in 
books. “If I’m interested I’m happy enough to do something that I 
don’t enjoy to get stuff done on it. But for school it is usually on a topic 
I’m not very interested in” (CSSI). 
 
5.7. Self-motivated with Intrinsic Curiosity 
The analysis of the interview transcripts from all participants, and reviews of parent 
comments indicated that the students were self-motivated with intrinsic curiosity. 
These characteristics were displayed to varying degrees amongst the nine 
participants, however, what was common was the context where these traits of 
motivation and curiosity were most often manifested. In all cases it was in the home 
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environment where the traits were most obvious, with students observing differences 
between what they learn at school and the learning that occurs at home. Kurt 
described the difference between learning at home and learning at school as “At 
school it is about quantity but at home it is about quality” (emphasis added). 
Michael’s comment also demonstrated the difference between the two learning 
contexts of home and school when he described the difference as “learning by doing 
stuff” (home) and “learning by just being told” (school). He observed, “…because 
there’s the quantity at school you can’t get into any of it in depth, so like you stay at 
the surface” (emphasis added) (MSSI). Chloe made a similar observation,  
I do things that are more in my interest area than school and I can do what 
I’m interested in to learn about. It’s not … Like  if I get interested in 
horses  I can study them for a year  or even three years while we have one 
term of something, one term of  something else (CSSI).  
 
Data revealed that students were motivated and intrinsically curious to 
increase their knowledge in their areas of interest. In one student report (Chloe) this 
curiosity was described as “intellectual hunger” (CDR14). Interviews conducted with 
the students (Section 4.3.2.5) revealed that the most common area of interest was 
science and mathematics, with the exception of Rose who showed a stronger interest 
in the cultural aspects of Japan and the Japanese language. The students’ intrinsic 
curiosity appears to have contributed to the students having strong knowledge in 
their areas of interest. This characteristic was noted for all participants on 
parent/teacher comment sheets.  
Data also revealed that although the students were self-motivated in some 
areas, they were less motivated in areas that caused them the most challenge or 
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difficulty. James explained that he was motivated and would persist when he could 
see relevance and purpose in the task. He noted, 
 The first question I’ll ask is where will you actually use this? Some of 
teachers are fine with me asking that. Some just say, I don’t know, you got 
(have) to learn it. I like to know why, why and when (emphasis added) 
(JSSI).   
At the time of the interview James was struggling to see the relevance of subject 
English and believed that much of the assignment work had little relevance and 
purpose for his future plans beyond school. James’ teachers commented that James 
needed constant encouragement to continue in order to complete English tasks 
(JDR9). James explained,  
I don’t see the point in English which is why I don’t do well in it – it 
doesn’t mean anything to me. Where if something means something to 
me I can actually sit down and make sense out of it (emphasis added) 
(JSSI).  
Motivation is strongly linked to academic achievement (Section 3.4). The findings of 
this study reveal that motivation is influenced by the students’ perceptions of 
relevance and purpose in a task or topic. If the task or topic was viewed as relevant 
and purposeful, students appeared more motivated to pursue the task and persevere, 
even though they experienced difficulties due to their reading disability.  
5.8. Processing Difficulties 
Data from students’ WISC assessments (Section 4.3.2.1) indicated relative 
weaknesses in processing speed (see Figure 5.5). This index provides a measure of 
the student’s ability to quickly and correctly scan, sequence, or discriminate simple, 
visual information. It also measures short-term visual memory, attention and visual-
motor coordination. Student performances ranged from low average (Karl, James and 
 155 
 
Rose) to average (Chloe, Jerry and Scott). Processing speed can impact upon word 
decoding (an important element of reading), spelling, copying and handwriting 
(JSDRI, psychology report dated 17/2/09).  
Kurt’s performance was an anomaly because, according to the WISC report, 
he performed at the 99th percentile on the perceptual speed index. However, on one 
sub-test named Cancellation, Kurt scored on the 37th percentile. The Cancellation 
sub-test is a supplemental Processing Speed sub-test. It was developed to measure 
visual selective attention, and as a direct measure of processing speed (Williams, 
Weiss, & Rolfhus, 2003). Thus, Kurt appears to have processing difficulties that are 
masked by his stronger performances in the other sub-tests within the same index, for 
example Coding (98th percentile) and Symbol Search (98th Percentile).  
Although Kurt’s overall perceptual processing performance was strong, the 
speed of processing appeared to impact on his performance in other areas, such as his 
ability to communicate his ideas, particularly when handwriting was required 
(KLSSI). Data from document reviews revealed that all participants were described 
as having messy handwriting. This may be a result of their poor processing skills. In 
a school setting, where communication in a handwritten format is prevalent, students 
with processing speed difficulties will struggle to communicate their ideas and 
understanding effectively. Therefore, their true ability may not be manifested or 
observed.     
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Figure 5.5 WISC assessments showing index performances. 
 
 
5.9. Self-awareness 
During the interviews all students were self-aware and able to clearly articulate their 
personal strengths and difficulties. This finding is typified by comments such as, 
“I’m a really determined person because it didn’t come easily” (Elizabeth); “I have 
some areas of great difficulty but some I’m very good at” (Chloe); “I’m clever and 
smart but find some things hard” (Karl); and “I would call myself imaginative… 
creative, and the only other word is entertaining” (Scott). This trait is strongly 
established amongst the older students (Elizabeth, James, Kurt, Michael and Rose).  
For example, James commented, “I do really well in Physics, Maths B, Graphics and 
Sport. I just do five subjects so that I can get some support” (JSSI). He observed, 
“I’ve seen specialists; heaps of specialists trying to figure out why (he has 
difficulties) and stuff like that” (JSSI). James later added, when talking about his 
struggles in some learning areas but high performance in others, “I’ve never really 
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figured out why. I’ve never been able to figure out a solution” (JSSI). These 
comments suggest that James has reflected on his learning problems and has tried to 
determine a reason for their cause. Notably, James does not blame others for his 
difficulties which can occur when students have problems with learning (Section 
2.2.3).   Rather, from his comments he appears to have contemplated on a way to try 
to remedy his situation. James appears to have a more optimistic outlook. This may 
account for his persistence and continued motivation to achieve. The students’ self-
awareness and ability to identify their strengths and weaknesses is important due to 
the influence this ability has on self-efficacy (Section 3.2). Self-efficacy is about an 
individual’s perception of their skill level. Therefore, if students are able to recognise 
their personal strengths, they are more likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy in 
associated tasks. Consequently, when students are self-aware they may be less likely 
to generalise their reading difficulties as academic failure generally.  
Data from interviews and document reviews suggest that contributing factors 
to self-awareness appear to be the students’ supportive home and school 
environments. In either the home or school environment the students’ learning 
strengths were acknowledged. Thus, the students did not focus only on their reading 
disability but instead were also comfortable talking about their learning strengths and 
achievements. When students were referred to specialists, and cognitive assessments 
were requested, the purpose was to gain a better understanding of the students’ 
learning characteristics. The following excerpts from cognitive assessment reports 
illustrate that the purpose for the assessments was to find the students’ learning 
strengths and weaknesses, rather than simply focussing on deficits. Bolding has been 
added for emphasis. 
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Karl was referred to me by the Learning Support Co-ordinator as Karl is not 
progressing well academically. The WISC IV was administered to determine 
his overall ability and to highlight possible strengths and weaknesses 
(KDR2).  
 
James was referred for testing by the Learning Enrichment Coordinator 
Secondary School to identify his strengths and weaknesses (JDR4). 
 
Rose was assessed to identify her learning profile (RDR22). 
 
Jerry was referred to me by the Learning Support Co-ordinator. The WISC 
IV was administered to determine his overall ability and to highlight 
possible strengths and weaknesses (JSDR2). 
 
Chloe was referred for a psychometric assessment to obtain an indication of 
her intellectual ability. Chloe’s mother has indicated that she often displays 
better skills at home than in the classroom situation (CDR1). 
 
Scott’s parents requested this assessment on the advice of Scott’s learning 
support teacher. The purpose of the assessment was twofold: To clarify the 
nature and extent of Scott’s learning difficulties and to provide a profile 
of learning to inform educational management. The ultimate goal of this 
process is to maintain Scott’s sense of academic worth and to provide 
maximal opportunities for him to succeed academically (SDR6). 
 
A common theme throughout the reports was that the deeper understanding of the 
students’ learning profile was being sought in order to determine the most effective 
ways to support the students’ learning. If teachers or parents discussed the 
assessment results with the students, then it is possible that this contributed to the 
students’ self-awareness. 
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5.10. Chapter Summary 
The students were characterised by learning profiles that revealed both personal 
learning strengths and weaknesses. However, although all students were identified as 
gifted with a reading disability, the data indicated that there were differences in the 
learning characteristics of the students. For example, some students had advanced 
language skills (Chloe, Elizabeth, Michael, James, Kurt, Rose and Scott), while 
others were weaker in this area (Jerry and Karl). Some students had high levels of 
reading comprehension, even though their decoding skills were poor (Rose, Chloe, 
Elizabeth, James and Michael), while others had good decoding skills but lower 
levels of reading comprehension (Jerry and Kurt).  
Table 5.6 is offered as a summary of the characteristics noted for the students 
in this study. The findings highlight the importance of using a variety of sources for 
obtaining information about the students’ learning profiles. This was particularly 
important for determining reading ability, since reading performance was shown to 
vary depending on the form of assessment (Section 5.3). The findings also revealed 
that due to the students’ self-awareness, talking with the students themselves about 
their learning characteristics and interests can be a rich source of information, 
particularly with older students.  
 
 
 
 
 
 160 
 
Table 5.6 
Characteristics of Participants 
 
The impact of this complex profile of both learning strengths and weaknesses 
is the focus of Chapter 6.   
  
Findings Section Data Sources 
Good verbal comprehension  
Processing difficulties  
Difficulties with working memory  
5.1.1 
5.1.6 
5.1.2 
 
WISC III& IV  
 
Good reading comprehension skills  
Difficulties with single word reading and 
pseudo word reading impacting on 
accuracy and fluency of reading 
5.1.1 
5.1.1 
 
 
WIAT II – Reading 
tests 
 
Heightened ability in tasks which involve 
creative and abstract thinking and require 
good problem-solving skills  
Strong knowledge in areas of interest  
Self-motivated with intrinsic curiosity  
Advanced vocabulary and strong oral 
language skills  
Described as disorganised  
Less motivated in areas of difficulty 
5.1.3 
 
 
5.1.5 
5.1.5 
5.2.1 
 
5.1.4 
5.1.5 
 
Document reviews 
(DR) 
 
Variety of interests and wide range of 
activities outside of school, self-aware 
5.1.3, 5.1.5, 5.1.7 Semi-Structured 
interview (SSI) 
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Chapter 6 
The Impact of Being Gifted with a Reading 
Disability 
 
6.1 Introduction 
Chapter 6, the second of the four results chapters, describes how being gifted with a 
reading disability has impacted on the participants’ lived experience of school. The 
purpose of the chapter is to present the findings which inform Research Question 2 
(How does being gifted with a reading disability impact on the lived experience of 
school?) and Research Question 3 (How does the lived experience of gifted students 
with a reading disability impact upon self-efficacy in reading?). The findings focus 
upon the academic (Section 6.2), and emotional and social issues (Section 6.3) faced 
by the students.  
An emerging theme from the data was that the participants were described by 
their parents and teachers as resilient, well-adjusted and confident. In contrast, to 
previous studies (Section 2.3.4), the students were not described as suffering from 
severe social and emotional problems, such as an overall loss of confidence and 
depression. Thus, the following subsidiary questions were posed: What is different 
about the experiences of these students to distinguish them from participants in 
previous studies? Did the students in this case study develop coping strategies that 
helped lessen the impact of being gifted with a reading disability? Data were coded 
for analysis as emergent themes and patterns were identified (See Section 4.3.4.2). 
The findings of these questions are presented later (Section 6.4).  
The chapter also presents an analysis of data which answers Research 
Question 4 (What sources of self-efficacy are named by gifted students with a 
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reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy?) (Section 6.5) and concludes 
with a Chapter Summary (Section 6.6). Descriptive vignettes have been used 
throughout the chapter to illustrate the various academic and social and emotional 
issues experienced by the participants. Bolding has been added throughout to 
emphasise key points.  
6.2 Academic Issues 
Data from interviews, report cards and parent/teacher comment sheets (Section 4.3.4) 
indicated that the students in the study found learning to read difficult, despite their 
gifted abilities in other areas. This difficulty in learning to read impacted upon the 
students’ experiences of school. Based on the data, five key issues emerged: 
assumptions made about student ability (Section 6.2.1), choice of reading material 
provided to students (Section 6.2.2), the students’ self-efficacy in reading (Section 
6.2.3), the students’ access to the curriculum (Section 6.2. 4) and the feedback 
provided to the students by teachers (Section 6.2. 5).  
6.2.1 Assumptions made about ability 
Assumptions were made about the students’ overall ability by their teachers based on 
their reading ability. Data revealed that as a result, students were placed in lower 
ability groups. Michael, one of the students in the case study, noted that classroom 
teachers were likely to determine the membership of groups based on how students 
read out loud. He explained that his mother was told that he had been placed in all of 
the “bottom groups” because of his limited oral reading ability (how he read out 
loud). Michael believed that the assumption being made by the teachers was that 
because his reading was lacking in accuracy and fluency, he couldn’t comprehend 
the information in the more complex texts (MSSI).  
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He noted:  
She (the teacher) gave us a test and we had to read out loud to her and 
because I couldn’t read out loud very well she put me in all the bottom 
groups. All the kids who read well out loud got (into) the top groups (MSSI).  
Michael’s mother confirmed this repeated experience of misidentification throughout 
primary school (MDR13). Rose described a similar experience to Michael, “I was 
always put into the bottom groups automatically– she’s bad at this so she’s always 
going to be bad at this as well” (emphasis added) (RSSI). She continued, “But, what 
you could see was that I was bad at reading (reading out loud) but I had 
comprehension skills that were quite high” (RSSI). Referring to the assumptions 
made by teachers and consequent ability grouping, Elizabeth posed the question, “Do 
they really have to make these assumptions about me? And so then they just treat me 
differently. I find it kind of humiliating” (ESSI). Hence, the data suggested that even 
though teachers sometimes assumed that the students had lower overall ability, the 
students themselves were aware of their personal strengths in other areas, or their 
ability to comprehend texts at a higher level.  
Placement in lower ability groups, based on assumptions made about their 
reading, was a source of frustration for the students. Chloe typified this finding with 
the following comments: “he always puts me in the lowest group”; “it can be 
frustrating because people tell me … oh you aren’t a good reader because you can’t 
read out loud well, when actually, I know that I can read” and “I have some areas of 
great difficulty but some I’m very good at … they think oh you’re just average, 
you’re fine, you don’t need anything” (CSSI). The finding confirms the confusion 
and frustration that can be experienced as a result of concomitant giftedness and 
reading disability discussed previously (Section 5.3).  
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Data revealed that on occasions, assumptions about reading ability were made 
on limited sources of information. In Chloe’s case, her mother explained that the 
justification for Chloe being placed in the lowest reading group was based on 
Chloe’s performance on one assessment, the Test of Reading Comprehension 
(TORCH) (ACER Press, 2003). The TORCH assessment requires students to read a 
passage and then use a cloze answer sheet to retell the passage, filling in the missing 
gaps in their own words to demonstrate their understanding of the passage. The 
assessment was conducted by Chloe’s teacher when she was in Year 5e. According 
to Chloe’s mother, she was told that Chloe performed at Stanine1 (a very low score) 
on the TORCH test (CDR18). Chloe’s report cards from Year 5 describe her as 
“achieving below expected class level” for reading (CDR15). However, a report from 
an educational psychologist, which was provided to the school, showed that Chloe’s 
comprehension on the WIAT II was in the high average range (CDR10). 
Furthermore, Chloe’s reading results on the National Assessment Program for 
Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) were in the average range for Year 5 (CDR17). 
Kurt had a similar performance to Chloe on the TORCH assessment (see Section 
5.2.1). Once again, this score was in contrast to his WIAT II results, which placed 
him in the high average range (KDR4). The educational psychologist at James’ 
school made the following comment to me as a possible explanation for the 
difference in performance across the various tests, “It appears that for these students 
(gifted with a reading disability) the more words they are given to read (silently) the 
more likely it is that they will be able to use their strengths to help them” (JDR11). 
She suggested that since the TORCH test is a cloze activity (words are left out of the 
text and students must insert the correct word), it makes it more difficult for the 
students to demonstrate their understanding of the passage. The findings highlighted 
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the importance of making judgements about reading performance based on 
assessments that assess a range of reading skills, rather than making assumptions 
based on one element of reading.  
Five of the students (Chloe, Elizabeth, Joshua, Rose and Michael) indicated 
that the assumptions made about their ability meant that they were given fewer 
opportunities to access interesting reading material. During the interviews, the 
students complained about the low level reading material that they were given, and 
lack of choice in reading material. Vignette 6 provides an illustrative example.  
Vignette 6 
Elizabeth commented on “being stuck in the stupid kid pile” where she 
had to read “baby books”. She explained, “I really disliked it, I just kept 
getting segregated off to get learning support but that didn’t really help 
me, it just made me feel more stupid” (ESSI). Elizabeth recalled that 
she started reading when she was in Year 2 (aged seven), when she 
discovered that she “wasn’t completely stupid” and “that she could 
actually read” (ESSI).  “I didn’t even try to read, I just went, ‘I guess I 
can’t’. Then in Grade 2, I had some teachers who actually believed in 
me so I picked up a book and went, ‘oh wait, I can actually read it’” 
(ESSI). Elizabeth, now aged 17, still has the first book that she read. “I 
remember it clearly the first time I actually read a book. I’ve still got 
the book upstairs, ‘The Witch’s Dog’. I had just turned seven or so, and 
the book was by my bed because my parents were going to read it to me. 
I could actually read it. The story made sense to me for the first time 
ever.  Before that it (reading) was just a painful experience” (ESSI). 
From that time on, according to Elizabeth, she was a prolific reader 
(“read humungus amounts”) (ESSI). Elizabeth also changed schools in 
her third year of school. Her mother described Elizabeth’s new teacher as 
someone who “recognised her intelligence immediately” (EDR2). 
Elizabeth describes the change as “I went from being considered stupid 
to smart” (ESSI).  
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6.2.2 Choice of reading material 
Choice of reading material emerged from the data as being important to the students. 
The students were very clear about the types of books that they choose to read, and 
were able to pinpoint a book, or experience that was a catalyst for them deciding to 
persist with reading. For Scott, it was reading a book that his friends were talking 
about (SSSI) while for Elizabeth, it was a book called “The Witch’s Dog” (see 
Vignette 6).  Rose recalled in the interview that she started to love reading when she 
was around eleven years old: “Probably Year Six and Seven (was where my interest 
in reading was fostered) because we did this thing called Literacy (Literature) Circles 
where we got a selection of books and I wasn’t put into the dumb group. I was able 
to read any book that I wanted” (RSSI). Despite, their reading difficulties, five of the 
students (Chloe, Elizabeth, Rose, Scott and Michael) described reading as something 
that they like to do in their free time. For example, Rose described herself as a 
“bookworm” and Michael described how he spends his pocket money on buying 
historical fiction books that he likes to read. Elizabeth chooses to read a variety of 
fiction books and non-fiction texts, such as her parents’ medical journals. The 
students were able to choose books in their free time that related to their areas of 
interests or goals (Table 5.5). Hence, it appears that they were more willing to persist 
with reading, despite the inherent difficulties.  
An analysis of data revealed that the students tended to be very critical of the 
types of books that they were required to read at school, as opposed to the books that 
they chose to read. Elizabeth commented, when asked about where she learns the 
most, “That (where I learn the most) would be at home where I wasn’t classified, 
where I could read the books that they (teachers) said I couldn’t” (ESSI). She went 
on to explain, “It wasn’t just that the books (at school) were easy (simplistic and 
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boring), it was the class read this book, and then the class read that book, and it 
didn’t matter if you couldn’t read that book” (ESSI). Rose also reflected on the 
practice of all students being made to read the same book despite their differing 
ability levels, 
I started hating it (reading) the most when a teacher tried forcing me to read a 
book that I couldn’t read. It made me feel really bad – really dumb and 
other kids thought I was dumb because I couldn’t read it (emphasis 
added) (RSSI).  
Reading choice has an emotional and social impact that will be discussed shortly 
(Section 6.4), and also in Chapter 9.  
6.2.3 Self-efficacy in reading 
Early difficulties in learning to read impacted upon the students’ self-efficacy in 
reading generally, and therefore the assumptions the students had about their own 
reading ability. Reading self-efficacy scores were determined using the Reader Self-
Perception Scale (Henk & Melnick, 1995). Since the normed average was calculated 
for students in Years 4 to 6, the normed scores were relevant for Chloe, Scott, Karl 
and Jerry (Figure 6.1). The scale was used for the older students (Elizabeth, James, 
Kurt, Michael and Rose) as an indicator of self-efficacy. Henk and Melnick (1995) 
confirm that using the scale for older students is appropriate. Responses to the 
statements were also used as discussion points for the interview (Section 4.3.2.3).  
In most instances the data revealed that the students had comparatively low 
self-efficacy in reading with the exception of Elizabeth and Jerry (RSPS). An 
explanation for Jerry’s higher self-efficacy in reading could be that the school’s 
learning support teacher explained that there was a big emphasis at the school on 
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building self-esteem and that Jerry was continually praised for the recent progress 
that he has made in reading (JSDR3). She commented, “I’m not surprised by that 
result (on the RSPS). We tell him all the time that he is improving. He’s come a long 
way.” This finding is consistent with Jerry’s scores on the RSPS, since the areas of 
progress and social feedback were the areas in which Jerry rated himself highest. Of 
note, is that Jerry had low self-efficacy in terms of how reading made him feel, that 
is, the physiological state. Indeed, his score was one of the lowest amongst the nine 
students. It would appear that his above average self-efficacy in reading in the other 
areas was a product of Jerry’s school environment, and therefore, may not be 
sustained over time.  
 
Figure 6.1 Student reading self-efficacy scores. 
As shown, Scott’s reading self-efficacy scores, compared with the normed 
average, were just above average for social feedback and physiological state, and 
average for progress. Like Jerry, Scott had received praise for the recent progress that 
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he had made, but unlike Jerry, this was also linked to the discovery of books that he 
liked to read (SSSI and SDR2). Consequently, Scott chose to read in his free time 
(SSSI) whereas Jerry didn’t (JSDR4). Scott was also choosing to read more 
challenging books that were recommended to him by his reading mentor (SSSI). 
Scott’s reading mentor was part of a program conducted at Scott’s school in 
collaboration with a business association that provided volunteers to the school to 
meet with, and mentor students (SDR3). Both Scott and his mother reported that the 
program had a significant, and positive influence, on Scott’s reading development. 
According to Scott, his mentor recommended books for Scott to read and encouraged 
him. Scott explained, “He (the mentor) wrote on my certificate (at the end of the 
mentoring program), don’t look down on yourself, always keep your head high and 
you’ll be good in the future” (SSSI). Clearly, this encouragement and positive 
feedback about progress, coupled with Scott’s own observations of his improvement, 
were important sources for increasing his self-efficacy in reading.  
Five of the students (Chloe, Rose, Jerry, Scott and Michael) asked if they 
could dual code their responses to the statements on the Reader Self-Perception Scale 
by providing separate scores for oral reading (reading out loud) and reading to self 
(see Appendix A, for an example). The students said that they wanted to indicate the 
difference between how they felt about reading to themselves and how they felt 
about reading out loud. Normed comparisons were available for Chloe, so these data 
are presented as an example to indicate the differences between her oral reading 
responses and silent reading responses (see Figure 6.2). A clear contrast was evident 
between the oral reading and silent reading scores. Progress feedback remained the 
strongest of the four sources of self-efficacy (progress, observational, social feedback 
and physiological state). Michael commented that even though he is now older, his 
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reading has improved and he doesn’t have to read out loud very often, it still makes 
him feel “scared and anxious” (MSSI).  
Figure 6.2 Chloe’s self-efficacy scores contrasting oral reading and reading to self. 
When dual coding their responses to show the impact of oral reading, Jerry, 
Rose, Michael and Scott chose the statement “really disagree” for all statements 
referring to their physiological state (that is, feeling good, comfortable or relaxed 
about reading) when reading out loud. In contrast, when the same statements were 
considered with regard to reading silently, they responded with “agree” or “really 
agree”. Rose referred to being made to read out loud as a “humiliating experience” 
(RSSI) while Michael described it as making him feel dumb. He explained, “When I 
was younger they (teachers) just thought that I wasn’t smart just because I couldn’t 
read out loud or didn’t like to read out loud. I felt dumb” (MSSI). During the 
interviews, James summed up his experience of reading tests, where he was asked to 
read orally as, “Reading tests just made me feel like crap” (JSSI). Oral reading 
impacted negatively on the students’ self-efficacy in reading, particularly on their 
physiological state.  
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All students chose to read the passages on the WIAT II assessment silently 
rather than out loud when given the option. This may have been due to the lingering 
difficulties the students had with accuracy and fluency in the process of reading and 
a further indicator of their low self-efficacy for reading out loud. This finding has 
implications for the assessment of reading, since when students are given the option 
of reading the passage silently there may be less negative impact on the student’s 
self-efficacy. Furthermore, when reading silently, feelings such as anxiety and 
humiliation may be reduced.  
6.2.4 Curriculum access 
The findings suggested that difficulty in reading impacted on the students’ ability to 
access other areas of the school curriculum.  Evidence from interviews and document 
reviews (including previous specialist assessments, participant report cards, 
researcher field notes, personal emails and parent/teacher comment sheets) revealed 
that difficulty in reading impacted on the students’ access to information and the 
subjects they preferred, and chose to take in secondary school. Difficulty in reading 
also impacted on whether students were included in more challenging activities that 
would normally be given to gifted students.  
Access to information, requiring the reading of print-based texts (paper and 
digital/online forms) was problematic, particularly for the older students in secondary 
school (Elizabeth, James, Kurt, Michael and Rose). During the interviews, the 
students described this limited access as frustrating. They also described it as tiring 
because they had to spend more energy on re-reading or trying to “figure it 
(unknown words) out” as Rose explained (RSSI). Michael stated his strategy for 
reading as, “I look at the parts I know … put them together and then read on to see if 
that is what it is” (MSSI). Rose and Scott described a similar strategy of reading 
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around the difficult words to get the gist of what of the text was about (SSSI and 
RSSI). This process would be both time consuming and cognitively tiring. Indeed, 
Rose illustrated this in her interview “It is actually really tiring. Depending on the 
type of book, I get really tired from reading it and even start falling asleep. An 
example would be Pride and Prejudice because it’s like a whole different type of 
reading” (RSSI). The need for gifted students with a reading disability to work 
harder to achieve average results is as issue that was identified previously (Table 
2.3). However, it also appears that gifted students with a reading disability need to 
work harder to access information when it is presented in a print-based format.  
Difficulties in reading influenced the students’ subject preferences. Chloe, 
Jerry, Scott and Karl expressed a preference for mathematics and science over 
literacy based work in primary school. The findings showed that the older students 
(Elizabeth, James, Kurt, Michael and Rose) expressed a dislike for subject English, 
which has a high reading load, and preferred science and mathematics. James 
commented, “I don’t see the point in English– there’s just no point, it doesn’t mean 
anything to me” (JSSI). They also chose subjects such as Graphics and ICT 
(Information and Communications Technology), possibly because these subjects 
typically have a lower reading demand.  
Unlike the other students, Rose and Michael expressed a preference for 
studying History, which typically has a high reading demand. However, both 
students described having a strong interest in the topic which possibly explained why 
they were willing to persevere with the subject. They also supplemented their reading 
with watching videos on the time periods being studied and found that this assisted 
their understanding (RSSI and MSSI). Rose explained, “…it’s easier, I don’t have to 
decipher the words. It means that I can automatically learn it, like have it in my head 
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instead of going through the process of reading” (RSSI). Michael also explained that 
he liked to read historical fiction books and one series of books in particular. “I love 
them. I’ve read the series two times. I spent fifty dollars the other day buying about 
three other books” (MSSI). Clearly, strong motivation was a factor here and possibly 
intrinsic curiosity (Section 5.2.5), so that the students were willing to persevere with 
reading in order to participate in a subject of interest.  
Kurt and James were keenly interested in physics. They explained their 
strategies for accessing information in their physics text book. Kurt’s strategy was to 
“just listen to the teacher and then I understand”. According to Kurt this negated the 
need to read the book (KLSSI).  However, this strategy wasn’t effective for James, 
who explained,  
The hard thing is he (the teacher) does it different to the text book, does it a 
different way so when I try to figure it out myself and go to the text book it’s 
hard to understand and I have to reteach myself (JSSI).    
He also explained, “I don’t really read it, I just look at the equations and work it out 
from there – I just take things that I need” (JSSI). The students’ varying coping 
strategies will be discussed shortly (Section 6.4).  
Students were not always given access to more challenging opportunities in 
school due to their difficulties in reading and the assumptions made by teachers 
about the students’ overall ability. This finding was evidenced in student interviews 
responses, for example Michael commented “…because I’m not good at reading I’m 
not good at anything else apparently” (MSSI).  Karl reflected that, “it takes me 
longer to do stuff with reading. It’s boring and I miss out on the fun stuff” (KSSI). 
Throughout the interviews, all of the students, with the exception of Kurt, spoke 
about not being included in more challenging tasks at some point in their school life. 
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For some, it had been less pervasive (Jerry, Scott, Elizabeth, James and Karl), for 
others it had been a common occurrence (Michael, Rose and Chloe). In the extreme, 
Chloe was regularly not permitted to take part in science experiments, an area of 
great personal interest to her. The reason for the exclusion was apparently because 
she was taking too long to write down the required information from the blackboard 
(CSSI). Vignette 7 provides a description of Chloe’s experience.  
Vignette 7 
From a young age Chloe has been interested in science. However, at 
school Chloe is not always able to take part in science activities. 
According to Chloe she is expected to copy out the experiment or 
theories prior to conducting the practical work. Due to her processing 
difficulties, copying from the blackboard is laborious and time 
consuming. Chloe expressed annoyance at not being able to take part in 
science experiments, what she described as “more interesting work” 
(CSSI).  The following excerpt captures some of her frustration,  
“…it took me ages to write it all down and even though it was messy it 
just took me such a long time and another person who was mucking 
about and talking was the only other person who was left. It was fair 
that he was left. I had to stay in at lunch because I was too slow in 
class” (CSSI). Chloe summed up her experiences as “It is very, very, 
very annoying” (CSSI).  
 
The one exception was Kurt, who unlike other students was given access to 
challenging opportunities in school. According to his mother and Kurt himself, Kurt 
was always acknowledged as gifted and included in programs for other gifted 
students (KLSSI and KLDR7). The difference for Kurt was possibly because his 
reading difficulties were masked and not identified until he was much older (Section 
5.3). In more recent times, however, Kurt’s mother reported that the school was 
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considering excluding him from the extension English group because of his average 
NAPLAN (National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy) results and 
lower than expected results in subsequent reading tests (KLDR7). The decision to 
limit Kurt’s access to challenging opportunities may have a negative impact on Kurt.    
6.2.5 Feedback provided to students 
Assumptions made about the students’ level of ability appeared to influence the type 
of feedback that the students received. A review of student report cards provided 
consistent comments by teachers that indicated varying levels of understanding about 
the learning profiles of the students. In some cases, the students were urged to “try 
harder”, “be more careful with sequencing”, “be better organised” and “to take more 
time with proof reading and editing”. This latter comment reflects a lack of 
understanding of how a reading disability impacts writing skills, such as editing, 
spelling, and sequencing of ideas. This interrelationship between reading and writing 
is reflected in the following comments taken from student report cards: “Elizabeth is 
encouraged to work meticulously through the writing process. Careful editing and 
proof reading are very important” (EDR3) and “Chloe takes a great deal of pride in 
her written work but could edit more carefully” (CDR9).  These specify the very 
things that the students struggle with the most. It isn’t necessarily lack of effort that 
the students have errors in their writing or appear disorganised, it is the manifestation 
of their particular learning issues, for example the impact of low working memory or 
processing difficulties (see Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.6). Hence, the students possibly 
found the feedback unhelpful and frustrating.   
In some cases, the students found it difficult to act on the feedback from 
teachers. Elizabeth explained, “When I hand in a draft they’ll say, couldn’t you have 
gone through it and edited it? Well no I can’t, I can’t see it (the mistakes). I’ll read 
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through it and it makes perfect sense in my mind” (ESSI). James described the 
problem in the following way “I can’t edit really – that’s the main thing. I can’t 
realise my mistakes till (until) a long time afterwards.” (JSSI) He went on to explain 
a particular example,  
I can’t spell to save my life. I don’t know why, like yesterday I was trying to 
write ‘we are something’ and I’ve written ‘we’ as ‘whe’. I just stared at it for 
ages and couldn’t figure it out until someone told me and I went ahhh – yeah 
like I am retarded. Spelling isn’t my thing at all.  
Feedback suggesting the need to take more time to proof read was not helpful for 
James. What James might have benefitted from, together with the other students, was 
additional support, such as the use of spell check, or assistive technology, such as 
voice to text software. In some subject areas a teacher assistant scribed for James 
(JDR10). This may be an effective strategy to assist gifted students with a reading 
disability communicate their ideas and knowledge effectively.  However, although 
this strategy appeared to work for James, Elizabeth was very clear that she would not 
want to be singled out as needing additional support. She said, “I don’t want to be 
seen as a ‘special ed’ (education) student having to go off to another room” (ESSI). 
Therefore, the strategies chosen to assist students, and the feedback provided need to 
be considered carefully, as the effectiveness may be dependent upon the particular 
disposition and learning characteristics of the individual student.  
In all cases, the students expressed a degree of frustration and annoyance at 
the feedback provided by teachers on report cards, assignments and as verbal 
comments. For example, Rose commented, “They (teachers) always communicated 
with me like I was an idiot” (RSSI). Of concern to students was feedback from 
teachers that suggested to them that they weren’t capable of higher achievement. A 
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typical example was when students were given a ‘C’ grade with the comment “good 
effort”. To the students, this was seen as a message that, in the words of Elizabeth, 
“She thinks I’m dumb and I can’t do any better” (ESSI). Complicating the issue of 
feedback was that most of the students showed evidence of being highly self-critical 
and sensitive to failure (interviews and parent/teacher comment sheets). These 
characteristics are typical of gifted students (Table 2.3). For most of the students in 
the study a ‘C’ grade, which is the average level of achievement expected for the 
majority of children of this age in Australia, was seen as a failure. Consequently, 
when the students were given praise for this grade they did not see it as a positive. 
Kurt specifically mentioned that feedback from teachers was a problem when they 
just assigned a ‘B’ grade and he was not able to see how to improve the work, even 
though he knew that there was something wrong with it. He commented that teachers 
accepted mediocre/average performance rather than encouraging improvement. He 
explained, “Teachers just give a B – I can’t see how to improve even though I know 
that there is something wrong. It’s like teachers just accept performance rather than 
maximise performance” (KLSSI). Typically, students suggested that it was more 
useful for teachers to give feedback that provided them with specific ways to 
improve.  They believed that in this way they could possibly get a higher grade next 
time.  
The students also acknowledged the good feedback that they received and the 
impact that this had on their learning. Students also recognised the important impact 
teachers made to their self-efficacy in all areas when the teachers recognised their 
ability and potential for academic achievement. Vignette 8 provides an example 
where Elizabeth contrasts the impact of feedback from different teachers at two 
different schools.  
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Vignette 8 
In Year 3 I went to (Name of School) and that’s when it all changed and 
I was classed as someone who could do things. I found I could do math 
and stuff. I had a really good teacher who helped me believe that I 
could read and stuff. I was like getting near the top of the class; it was 
amazing, I did really well.  
 
But, back in my old school I was just couldn’t cope. The teacher thought 
if you couldn’t read then you couldn’t do anything. If you couldn’t 
hold your pencil like the teacher could then of course you were going to 
fail in life. I’d love to go and see the teacher now and say you’re the one 
who said I couldn’t do anything and now I’m like doing really well. I 
would happily meet her again although I can’t even remember her name; 
I just tried to blank it out as much as possible. I’d love to see her and 
say, you know the people you said were amazing people, well they’re not 
doing quite so well; I’m the one who is. (ESSI) 
 
 
6.3 Emotional and Social Issues 
As a consequence of being gifted with a reading disability, the students experienced 
emotional and social issues. Throughout the interviews three key themes were 
observed: frustration (Section 6.3.1), anxiety (Section 6.3.2) and friendship issues 
(Section 6.3.3).  
6.3.1 Frustration  
The word regularly used by students when describing their experiences of school was 
“frustration”. It was used to describe how they felt about being placed in lower 
ability groups, about being misunderstood because their learning profile was not 
understood, and in Kurt’s case, feeling as if he had to dumb himself down. All of the 
students expressed frustration at struggling to learn to read. They also expressed 
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frustration with teachers’ low expectations of their ability which did not match their 
own personal expectations of the level they were striving to achieve. A summary of 
comments is provided below (Table 6.1).  
Table 6.1 
Sources of Frustration  
Source  Examples 
Lower ability 
groups 
“Frustrating!” (CSSI); “Ahhh!” (JSSI) 
Being 
misunderstood  
“Frustrating, if I tried to explain it they either didn’t care or just didn’t 
understand and didn’t care about it” (RSSI). 
“…sometimes the teachers get grumpy and don’t understand that you’re 
slow at English and fast at science! It can be frustrating” (CSSI); “I 
find it very frustrating that they can’t understand” (ESSI). 
 
Dumbing down “I had to dumb myself down so that everyone would understand what I 
was saying. Frustrating? Yeah!” (KLSSI).    
 
Struggling to 
learn to read 
“It makes me feel annoyed that I can’t do something at the level I need 
to read” (CSSI); “It was frustrating but then I kind of just accepted it – 
yeah whatever I can’t read” (JSSI); “Sometimes it’s frustrating but it 
doesn’t bother me that much. I can get around it – especially with 
computers” (JSSI); “Frustrated, tired sometimes” (KSSI). 
 
Achieving below 
the level they 
expect 
“…for me to do assignments and tests it takes me so much more than 
what they have to do so that really frustrates me” (RSSI); “… a C – 
like this isn’t quite what I’m doing but that is all that she expects from 
me. That’s what I really find frustrating. Mr N as well that’s all that he 
expects” (ESSI); “Frustrated that some kids don’t try hard and then get 
A’s and I try really hard” (MSSI); “…it made me feel kind of 
frustrated that everyone was getting along so well and I was kind of 
behind” (SSSI). 
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It is important to consider that the level of frustration and anxiety experienced 
can be influenced by a student’s tendency to be self-critical and sensitive to failure 
(Section 2.3.4). Notably, all students were described as being highly self-critical and 
sensitive to failure (parent/teacher comment sheets; report cards and specialist 
assessment reports). Therefore, these students may experience frustration more often 
than other students. It appeared that the students’ teachers were aware of this 
frustration (report cards comments) and tried to be supportive and encouraging. For 
example, teachers wrote or commented:  
She occasionally has difficulty regulating her emotions and this sometimes 
affects her schoolwork (CDR9). (Recognition) 
 
This difference must be quite frustrating for Chloe, and must require 
considerable mental stamina throughout the day (CDR10). (Recognition) 
 
She is still too hard on herself and finds it hard to compose writing that she 
is happy with (CDR15). (Encouraging her to be more positive) 
 
Rose at times can become unmotivated and discouraged as she contemplates 
the considerable sustained effort she must apply in order to achieve sound 
levels of reading (RDR4). (Recognition) 
 
Her improvement and increased self-confidence is truly inspiring. Rose has 
made obvious academic strides, while working hard to overcome many 
challenges. Rose is a sensitive child who thrives on encouragement and 
positive feedback. Rose’s warmth and presence in 3M is treasured (RDR6). 
(Encouragement and recognition) 
 
James’ writing is appalling – which also makes it difficult for him to write 
for extended periods of time.  We love him and are very proud of him and 
will miss him terribly when he goes! (JDR10) (Recognition and support) 
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This support and encouragement by teachers may contribute to the students’ overall 
sense of well-being. Although the students expressed frustration, this frustration had 
not resulted in some of the negative consequences cited elsewhere, such as feeling 
overwhelmed, lack of confidence or depression (Sections 2.2.3, 2.3.4 and 3.4).  
6.3.2 Anxiety  
All of the students either expressed feeling anxious, or were described by parents as 
suffering from anxiety. This finding was evidenced through an analysis of interview 
transcripts, parent comment sheets and specialist reports. In some cases the level of 
anxiety was quite extreme, resulting in the need for counselling in two instances 
(CDR2, 3 and 14 and MDR13). The following excerpt from a parent letter to a health 
specialist illustrates an extreme case:  
No recurrence of self-harm exhibited last year. Although she still gets very 
angry with herself and frustrated she is better at calming herself. Her self-talk 
is still inclined to be very negative and she is over reactive to perceived 
criticism or failure. At times she seeks to punish herself through self-denial. 
(CDR13). 
 
In two other cases anxiety resulted in psychosomatic illnesses such as suffering from 
stomach cramps (RSSI, RDR3 and JDR2). For example, one specialist report notes, 
“His parents also report a higher than usual number of psychosomatic complaints” 
(JDR2). While Rose herself described her anxiety thus, “I get anxiety problems like 
to the point of my body will make myself sick, sometimes I am actually sick, 
sometimes I get pains in my stomach and I can’t breathe. I can’t concentrate and I 
want to cry” (RSSI).   
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The aspect of school (noted in the interviews) that caused the most anxiety 
for the students was their ability to read out loud. The students’ anxiety issues also 
linked back to their low self-efficacy in reading. Bandura (1997) described anxiety as 
a contributor to low self-efficacy. It is important to note that the severity of the 
anxiety appeared to lessen as the students became older. This is possibly because the 
older students were able to avoid reading out loud and had also adopted coping 
strategies (see Section 6.4.1). Furthermore, there is evidence to suggest that the 
students’ home and school environments were very supportive and encouraging.  
When the students were in a school environment that wasn’t considered to be 
supportive, the parents changed schools, finding a more supportive school instead 
(Chloe, Michael, Elizabeth and Jerry). The following examples illustrate decisions 
made to change schools: 
Chloe: The new school offers a warm and caring environment with 
increased social opportunity. It has a strong commitment to acknowledging 
and supporting the individual needs of its pupils (Parent letter, CDR13). 
 
Michael: I moved to (Name of School) and they could recognise that I had 
the ability (MSSI).  
 
Elizabeth: I was at (Name of School) and they weren’t too adjusting for it I 
was just labelled as the stupid one. After that I went to S ______ and that’s 
when it all changed and I was classed as I could do things (ESSI). 
 
Jerry: Parent explained that the first school that Jerry attended focussed 
on his problems and Jerry was very unhappy at the school. The school 
where he attends now looked at understanding him. They picked up his 
problems immediately even though she had not mentioned them because she 
was too worried about highlighting issues upon enrolment (JSDR6). 
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James: I’ve always gone to like good schools. All the teachers understood 
and they organised for the specialists for me to go and see – it was really 
good (JSSI). 
 
6.3.3 Friendship issues 
All but one of the students described experiencing friendship issues for various 
reasons (interviews). Friendship issues included being excluded and bullied. Students 
spoke about not being included in friendship groups because they were perceived as 
being different. For example, Chloe liked to climb trees, liked science and 
mathematics while the girls in her class preferred reading and English (CSSI). She 
explained, “I don’t exactly enjoy other girls’ company really. Most of my friends 
always love English – pretty much everyone loves English which is a bit of a 
problem…” When I asked if she ever feels excluded she replied,  
Quite a lot. Pretty much no one sticks with one another they just make a 
friend and then go off and leave them behind … they just move on … They 
make friends with you and then all of a sudden they’re not … and I have no 
one to play with (CSSI).  
Gifted students can typically experience social isolation (Reis & Renzulli, 2004).  
Students also experienced bullying to varying degrees throughout their school 
life. The analysis of data revealed that in all cases the incidences of bullying 
appeared to focus on the students’ learning disability as opposed to their giftedness. 
Vignette 9 provides two different illustrative case examples of bullying (as described 
by Rose and James).  
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Vignette 9 
 
It (school) sucked. That’s the best way of describing it. I hated school in 
primary school because I got bullied for being dumb and I don’t know I 
just hated it because no one understood. Mostly they called me dumb, 
lazy and a lot of other things – probably the worst was being called 
stupid. I lost self-confidence. It made me feel like I was nothing. Like I 
couldn’t do anything so I gave up trying (RSSI). 
 
James described his experiences as, “Well … I’d get paid out and 
everything. They’d say, Oh yeah big and dumb” (JSSI).  
 
 
Only two students did not experience bullying. One of these students was 
Kurt, who was identified foremost as being gifted with his learning disability masked 
by his high ability. Kurt’s friends were described by Kurt as being supportive and 
able to recognise his gifted abilities. For example, when Kurt was participating in the 
Future Problem-solving competition, the other students in Kurt’s group scribed for 
him because they were keen to get his valued ideas written down on paper (KLSSI). 
The other student not to experience bullying was Scott, who described a very 
inclusive school environment (SSSI) when commenting about his school. He said 
that he felt really supported because “they (other students) always come up to me and 
say, hey Scott, you might not be good at this subject, but you’re really good at this 
subject so  ... don’t quit at it just keep going at it” (SSSI). Both Kurt and Scott were 
described by their parents as having very good social problem-solving skills (SDR4 
and KLDR7). Scott’s mother wrote, “…social problem excellent, astute awareness of 
others” (SDR4). Kurt’s mother described Kurt as someone who was able to “diffuse 
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difficult social situations” (KLDR7). These skills have possibly assisted the students 
with their peer relationships and possibly reduced the incidences of bullying.  
Of interest is that incidences of bullying occurred more frequently when the 
students were younger. This may be because as the students matured they were able 
to develop varying coping strategies to deal with social conflict. These strategies will 
be discussed shortly (Section 6.4.2). In addition, as discussed earlier (Section 5.2.1), 
the focus in the early years of school is on learning to read, and consequently, the 
students’ difficulties would have been more apparent to their peers. Indeed, children 
have been shown to be able to logically analyse the meaning of negative performance 
feedback from a young age (Stipek, 1981).  
 
6.4 Coping with Confusion 
The following words were commonly used by parents and teachers in parent/teacher 
comment sheets and report cards to describe the nine students in this case study: 
resilient, determined, persistent, independent, self-aware, mature and confident. The 
nine students were self-aware and each was able to clearly articulate their learning 
strengths and those things that caused them to experience difficulties (Section 5.9). 
The following comments are illustrative of this self-awareness: “I’m stronger and 
more self-aware now.” (KLSSI); “I’m sort of comfortable with it now” (ESSI) and “I 
think I you know embrace it now – because it’s like who I am” (JSSI). These 
descriptions are in contrast to previous studies which focus on the social emotional 
issues faced by gifted students with a learning disability (Section 2.3.4). These 
studies indicate issues such as: a reluctance to participate in new learning situations, 
depression, low self-esteem and lack of confidence.  
 186 
 
The finding that the participants in this study, who experienced degrees of 
anxiety, frustration and had low self-efficacy in reading, appeared confident and 
resilient raises two questions: Why is it that these students’ experiences are different 
from gifted learning disabled students in previous studies?, What coping strategies 
have these students developed over time to manage their environments in order to 
minimise the impact of negative experiences on their sense of self? This section 
addresses these questions and discusses the students’ coping strategies both 
academically (Section 6.4.1) and in terms of their social and emotional well-being 
(Section 6.4.2).  
6.4.1 Coping with academic challenges 
The interview data and document reviews revealed that the students developed 
coping strategies to deal with their academic challenges. Four key approaches were 
identified: goal setting (Section 6.4.1.1), a focus on learning strengths (Section 
6.4.1.2), using their learning strengths as learning assets (Section 6.4.1.3) and the 
role of a significant other in the students’ lives (Section 6.4.1.4).   
6.4.1.1 Clear goals for the future 
All of the students in the study had clear goals for their life beyond school. In all 
instances students were able to indicate a career path to which they aspired. 
Furthermore, in all cases these aspirations were formed at an early age. Table 6.2 
provides a list of students and their relevant career aspirations. Of note is that each 
student had selected a career path that Moore (2005) would describe as utilising the 
students’ personal strengths as visual spatial learners. As previously discussed 
(Section 5.5), the exception is Rose who wants to be a learning support teacher in 
order to assist students with different learning profiles. It could be speculated that 
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these clear goals have kept the students motivated and therefore willing to persist 
when faced with learning challenges.  
Table 6.2 
Proposed Career Paths 
Student Proposed career 
Chloe Architect 
James Aeronautical Engineer 
Jerry Engineer/Designer 
Karl Game Developer 
Kurt Engineer 
Elizabeth Medical Engineer 
Michael Naval Strategist 
Scott Animator; Movie Producer 
Rose Learning Support Teacher 
 
The achievement of these careers will be challenging because in addition to a 
reading disability some of these students have low working memory (Section 5.4) or 
lack organisational skills (Section 5.6). 
6.4.1.2 Focus on learning strengths 
The data from interviews and reviews of report cards revealed that in secondary 
school, the older students in the study (Elizabeth, James, Rose, Michael and Kurt) 
were able to select subjects that utilised their learning strengths. Typically in 
secondary school, the students chose science based subjects (Elizabeth, James, Kurt, 
Michael and Rose), Graphics and Design (Elizabeth, James, Kurt and Michael), 
advanced mathematics (James, Kurt and Elizabeth) and Information Technology 
subjects (Rose, Elizabeth and Michael). English is a compulsory subject in 
Queensland (the context of this study) so all students were studying English. 
However, all students commented on their dislike for the subject.  
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Students were able to experience success in their chosen subjects and were 
recognised by their peers and teachers as having high ability in these fields (report 
cards and interviews). James explained his subject choices and achievements thus, “I 
do really well in physics – like a VH4 (Very High achievement). I do physics, Maths 
B, Graphics, Sport and English. I just get (do) five (subjects) so that I can get some 
support. In Graphics I get A’s.” The experience of success (or mastery experience) 
was cited by all students as important for how they felt about themselves as learners 
(Section 6.5). It could be speculated that the impact of success in these subjects is 
greater, because it is in an area that the students personally value and see as relevant 
to their future career goals.  
6.4.1.3 Using learning strengths as learning assets  
As described earlier (Section 5.3), the students (with the exception of Jerry and Karl) 
had strong verbal comprehension skills and good vocabulary. It appeared that they 
were able to use the skills to establish the meaning of a passage of text, even though 
they may not be able to accurately read every word (Section 5.3). Furthermore, all 
the students were described as having good problem-solving skills and a wide variety 
of out-of-school activities (Section 5.5). Niehart (2002) suggests that traits such as 
these, along with satisfaction in achievement, may help gifted students to be more 
resilient. This appears to be the case for the gifted students with a reading disability 
in this case study, all of whom have been described as having these characteristics 
(Sections 5.5 and 6.5).  The evidence suggests that each of the students appeared to 
be able use their learning strengths as assets to reduce the impact of some of their 
learning difficulties. 
Vignette 10 provides an example of how Elizabeth’s self-motivation and 
determination have assisted her to minimise the impact of her reading disability.  
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Vignette 10 
Elizabeth explained “I have trouble sequencing my thoughts. That’s why 
I type everything. I’m better when I type – if I write my mind goes and 
my hand doesn’t really keep up. Because I can type really fast, my 
fingers can keep up with my mind” (ESSI).  
 
Elizabeth recalled how she learnt to touch type, “My father made a bet 
with me that if I could learn to touch type I could fly with him to 
Barcelona”. Elizabeth had her father sign an agreement and spent the 
next five days and nights at home doing nothing else but typing the 
sentence “The quick brown fox jumps over the fence” and typing the 
alphabet. “By the end I literally had a 20 000 word document and I could 
touch type. There were no flights left to Barcelona but I’ve just finished 
school now and I’m still owed a free trip to Europe” (ESSI).  
 
Elizabeth reflected that learning to touch type has been worth more than 
a trip to Europe to her because it helps her so much with her work 
(ESSI). 
 
6.4.1.4 A significant other 
Each student had a significant person, outside of their family, who had played an 
important role in recognising the students’ abilities and supporting them at school 
(interviews). In most instances, the person was a teacher or learning support teacher, 
in one case (Scott) the person was a mentor arranged through a volunteer program 
called SPARK (see Section 6.2.2). The students appeared to value the input of these 
people and to have formed strong relationships with them. For example, Jerry’s 
mother explained that, “Without Ann (the learning support teacher) in his life Jerry 
wouldn’t be where he is today. She is amazing” (JDR6). She also commented that 
the moment Jerry began at the school, the teachers had worked on trying to 
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understand his learning needs by arranging a range of assessments and by talking 
with her. Similarly, James’ learning support teachers are referred to as “his other 
mothers” (JDR11). Scott recognised the influence of his reading mentor. The 
students’ willingness to accept the encouragement and support of others may be a 
contributing factor to their overall well-being and academic success.   
6.4.2 Coping emotionally and socially 
The students in this study adopted several strategies for coping with friendship issues 
and for dealing with the frustration of struggling with reading related tasks.  
Strategies used to cope with friendship issues varied. In some instances (Scott 
and Jerry) humour was used to deflect attention away from their difficulties by being 
entertaining (as Scott specifically described himself). At other times humour was 
used by the students to give the impression that negative comments made by peers 
didn’t have an impact, or the students even joined in making fun of their own 
difficulties (James, Jerry, Scott and Michael). Two of the students were described as 
‘going under the radar’ so as not to draw attention to themselves (Michael and Karl). 
Reis (2004) observed that gifted students will sometimes hide their talents in this 
way. Students also achieved in peer valued pursuits such as sport and music so that 
they were accepted by their peers for their achievements in these areas (Elizabeth, 
Kurt, James). For some students they were determined to prove people wrong and to 
show that they could achieve (Chloe, Rose and Elizabeth). To cope with frustration, 
Scott appeared to engage in self-talk. He explained, “ I’m just like, …ahh keep going 
Scott (emphasis added), it’s not that hard you just need to get over it and then the 
next subject will be a little bit better” (SSSI) . He also commented, “Well, I thought I 
would give up but then the next day I was like, ‘Oh My God, what are you doing?’ 
Just keep going (emphasis added)” (SSSI).   
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Vignette 11 below provides an illustrative example of the combination of 
strategies utilised by James who was described by his teacher as being popular with 
his classmates and at the end of Year 11 was nominated by his peers for a Year 12 
leadership position. However, James was not always accepted by his peers. Indeed as 
previously mentioned he was often bullied and ridiculed for his difficulties in reading 
and spelling. It appeared that James deliberately made choices in order to overcome 
these peer issues, such as, participating in peer valued pursuits and using humour to 
pretend that the negative comments didn’t bother him (bullying is a contemporary 
issue).  
Vignette 11 
 
James played a great deal of sport and worked out at the gym. At the 
school James attended rugby was highly valued and James excelled at 
this game but also played basketball and water polo. James designed and 
makes his own surf-boards, another pursuit valued in the area where 
James lived and attended school.  
 
James had a part time job and was the first amongst his peers to purchase 
his own car. He described this achievement as being able to “beat the 
others. So yeah, it was like, yeah whatever you say. Yeah, whatever I 
can’t read.” In this way James gave the impression to his peers that 
reading wasn’t something that he valued whereas having his own car, 
which he purchased with his own money, was a more valued 
accomplishment.  
 
James also used humour and described how he just made a joke out of his 
difficulties instead of “getting cut”. He said “I thought that was a 
better way to deal with it” (JSSI).  
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An understanding of how these students have coped may help to assist other 
gifted students with a reading disability. Indeed, a motivating factor for the older 
students being involved in this study was that they believed their stories could assist 
other students with similar difficulties, or other students who experience bullying. 
For example, Kurt’s mother wrote, “He would love someone to be able to find out 
more about what he encounters so that others may be helped in the future” (KLDR1). 
 
6.5 Influential Sources of Self-efficacy 
As described earlier, there are four sources of self-efficacy: (a) physiological state, 
(b) social feedback (verbal persuasion), (c) observational comparisons and (d) 
progress feedback (mastery experiences) considered in the Reader Self-Perception 
Scale (Section 6.2.3). All students in the study recognised the importance of mastery 
experience for influencing how they felt about their personal abilities particularly in 
reading (interviews). For example, when the students were able to experience success 
in reading, by reading more challenging books, their self-efficacy in reading was 
greater and they were motivated to read other books (interviews). Rose commented, 
“Now I’m the one recommending books to my friends. We can have like hour long 
discussions on reading and what books we like” (RSSI). For the students in the study 
reading success or ‘mastery’ was seen as being able to read and understand a book 
that they wanted to read and enjoyed reading.  In most instances it was this 
experience of success that motivated the students to continue reading. It is significant 
that for these students the mastery experience was when they had been able to read a 
book that they valued in some way, either because it was of interest, challenging, or 
what their peers were reading. It highlights the importance of providing gifted 
students who have a reading disability with opportunities to read texts that they 
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personally value. For this reason further consideration should be given to the notion 
of allowing students to choose their reading material rather than having reading 
material mandated, based on ability level or topic as previously discussed (Section 
6.2.2).  
There is evidence to suggest that although not named as having the biggest 
impact, verbal persuasion is influential in helping to improve self-efficacy in reading, 
and academic achievement generally. It was noted by parents and teachers that 
students responded well to encouragement and students spoke positively about this 
encouragement. The only student to indicate physiological state specifically as 
having the biggest impact was Karl. He commented that “reading doesn’t make me 
feel nervous now” (KSSI) and that is how he knows that he has improved in his 
reading.  Table 6.3 provides an overview of the sources named by the students. Two 
ticks indicate the source mentioned most often by individual students during the 
interviews.  
Table 6.3 
Sources of Self-efficacy Cited 
Name Physiological 
State 
Social Feedback  Observation Progress or 
Mastery 
Feedback  
Chloe     
James     
Jerry     
Karl     
Kurt     
Elizabeth     
Michael     
Rose     
Scott     
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To gain more insight about effective sources of self-efficacy, the students 
were asked about what advice they would give to teachers working with gifted 
students with a reading disability. Their advice centred on five key areas: ability 
grouping, assessment, the importance of choice, the need to see relevance and 
purpose and the provision of additional time. It is significant that their advice 
focussed on ways teachers can help students experience success. As previously 
indicated in this section, of the four sources of self-efficacy, progress or mastery 
experiences were cited by the students as having the greatest influence on how they 
felt about their reading and achievement generally. The five key areas of advice 
follow.   
First, the students in the study generally believed that decisions about ability 
grouping should not be made on one test or based on how students were able to read 
out loud. As one student described it “Don’t put us in boxes” (KLDR7). Michael had 
a similar response, “Don’t put them in the bottom group just based on their reading. 
Don’t just go on test scores” (MSSI). He added, “Don’t do the tests that like are just 
reading out loud because that’s sometimes not accurate” (MSSI). The students 
believed that with assistance to compensate for their reading difficulties they could 
(and should) be able to participate in groups being provided with more challenging 
tasks. Rose concluded, “Don’t just put kids into a bottom group because they’re bad 
at one thing – they’re not going to be bad in everything” (RSSI).  In essence what the 
students were advising was the use of flexible grouping strategies in classrooms.  
Second, the students had three main pieces of advice about assessment. 
Firstly, they believed that assessments didn’t always show their level of ability. In 
most instances, they indicated that if they were able to provide a verbal explanation 
teachers would get a more accurate indication of a student’s capability. They also 
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suggested that it was important that evidence of learning and knowledge should be 
gathered over time rather than teachers making judgments about achievement based 
on single test performance. James explained,  
I reckon with school it shouldn’t just be all big tests sort of thing at the end. 
It should be judged throughout the year with work you’ve done and things 
like that instead of just being tests. Instead of just fluking a test at the end, it 
should be a gradual thing (JSSI). 
A further piece of advice on assessment was to do with feedback. The students 
believed that feedback should be given that showed students how to improve so that 
they could get a higher grade in future assessments. James explained that teachers 
helped him with constructive feedback, “They haven’t said that’s crap you can do 
better. They’ve been like you can do this to try and improve it. I think that’s helped a 
lot, a lot, a lot” (JSSI). 
Third, most students strongly believed that they should have choice of 
reading material so that were able to read material of interest to them. Students read 
more, understand more and are more likely to continue to read when they have the 
opportunity to choose what they read (Allington & Gabriel, 2012). The students’ 
advice regarding the importance of choice of reading material is consistent with 
literature on reading achievement and motivation (Sections 9.2.1 and 9.3.2). The 
students also believed that they should have choice over reading out loud. The 
students understood the need for teachers to listen to students read sometimes in 
order to assess their reading ability. However, the students also believed that it was 
important that they were given the option of reading to themselves, if the focus of 
assessment was on whether they were able to understand the text. Furthermore, the 
students strongly believed that they should not be forced to read out loud in front of 
other students (interviews).   
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Fourth, in order for students to persist and persevere, the students believed 
that they needed to see relevance and purpose in the task. James made the point that 
teachers should always connect things to real life and said that the first question he 
usually asked was “Where will you actually use this?”   This need for relevance and 
purpose was possibly due to the effort that students must expend in order to achieve, 
as previously discussed (Section 6.2.2 and Section 2.2.3).  It appeared that if the 
students could see purpose and relevance to their goals they were more willing to 
persist and persevere with difficult tasks.  
Finally, the provision of additional time was seen by the students as 
important for two reasons. One reason was to allow for more in-depth levels of 
investigation. Another was to allow them time to process information and read 
through the material required. Michael suggested, “Teach slowly, show the process, 
allow time” (MSSI). In a letter to her teacher, Chloe wrote, 
 
Dear Mrs H, 
I have trouble copying what is written on the board even though I know 
what to do. I need a lot more time in my spelling test because I need to 
be able to think.  I need quiet to concentrate or I can’t keep at my work 
(CDR4).  
 
The advice offered by the students is consistent with the literature. Table 6.4 
provides a summary of the advice and a link to the literature and section to which it 
relates. This finding shows that understanding student voice is consistent with theory 
and can elaborate upon it.  
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Table 6.4 
Student Advice to Teachers  
Student advice to teachers Literature reference    
Use flexible grouping strategies. 
 
Kanevsky, 2011;Tomlinson, 2008  
Section 2.2.1 
 
Allow students to show what they are 
capable of achieving in different ways  
 
Pappay, 2011; Neihart, 2008 
Sections 2.2.3, 2.3.1 and 2.3.5 
Provide students with choice of reading 
material and the choice to read out loud  
 
Allington & Gabriel, 2012; Guthrie, 2008; 
Krashen, 2011 
Section 6.5 
 
Show students why something is relevant 
and how it relates to the real world. 
 
Wigfield, 2012 
Section 2.2.1 
Allow students additional time to process 
and work through the material that they have 
to read. 
 
Provide feedback that shows students how to 
improve 
Mather & Gerner, 2008; Valpied, 2005; 
Wellisch & Brown, 2012 
Section 2.4.2.3 
 
Hattie, 2012 
Section 9.5 
6.6 Chapter Summary 
Gifted students with a reading disability present with a complex profile of learning 
strengths and weaknesses. Subsequently, they are often misidentified and not 
recognised for their giftedness. This misidentification results in decisions and 
assumptions being made by teachers, parents and the students themselves that have 
consequences that impact on the students’ lived experience of school. It has 
implications for the students academically, as well as emotionally and socially. For 
example, students in this study had been placed in lower ability groups and excluded 
from opportunities to participate in higher level, more challenging tasks. The social 
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and emotional impacts included experiences of frustration, anxiety and friendship 
issues such as, exclusion and bullying.  
The students typically had low self-efficacy in reading, although their self-
efficacy was higher if they were describing reading to themselves. In most cases 
students had very low self-efficacy for oral reading and recalled negative experiences 
relating to times when they had been asked to read out loud. However, five of the 
nine students now describe reading as one of their favourite pastimes outside of 
school. Mastery experience was cited by students as having the most impact on how 
they felt about their reading ability and the biggest motivating factor for continuing 
to read.  
Although the students had low self-efficacy in reading this did not impact on 
their self-esteem. Indeed the students were described by teachers and parents as 
resilient, confident, mature, independent, determined and self-aware. The students 
appeared to have developed coping strategies to deal with the confusion of having 
both high abilities and leaning difficulties. Their coping strategies included: having 
clear goals for the future; a focus on their learning strengths; using their learning 
strengths as learning assets; and accepting the support and encouragement of a 
significant person in their life, who had been able to recognise their abilities. Socially 
and emotionally, the students coped by using humour, “going under the radar”, 
achieving in peer-valued pursuits, and, by simply, being determined to prove people, 
who assumed that the students lacked ability, wrong. The students offered specific 
advice to teachers working with gifted students who have a reading disability. This 
advice was consistent with research findings of previous studies in the areas of 
reading achievement, giftedness and learning disabilities.   
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Chapter 7 
Case Example: James 
 
7.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides the first of two illustrative examples. James was chosen as an 
illustrative case example to demonstrate further the pronounced contrast of both 
learning strengths and weaknesses that are characteristic of gifted students with a 
reading disability. For example, James topped his class in physics and yet struggled 
to learn to read. James’ case also confirmed that gifted students with a reading 
disability, despite their difficulties and struggles, can achieve academic success and 
become well-adjusted socially and emotionally, when they are in a supportive and 
understanding school environment.  
The chapter has five sections through which the four research questions are 
addressed. Background information is provided on James (Section 7.2) followed by a 
profile of his learning characteristics (Research Question 1, Section 7.3). The focus 
then changes to illustrating how these learning characteristics have impacted upon 
James’ experiences of school (Research Question 2, Section 7.4) and how these 
experiences have impacted upon his self-efficacy in reading specifically (Research 
Questions 3 and 4, Section 7.5). Finally, a summary is provided (Section 7.6). 
7.2 Background 
James was 16 years old and in Year 11 at the time of the interview. He presented as a 
confident young man who was quite at ease with speaking with adults. James was 
articulate and very willing to participate in the interview process. “He’s keen!” was 
the description made by his learning support teacher (JDR8). The researcher met 
with James on one occasion at his school to conduct the interview. Another reading 
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assessment was unnecessary because the school’s psychologist had completed a full 
WIAT II when James was in Year 9 and the psychologist considered the assessment 
to be current. The Reading Self-Perception Scale was completed by James prior to 
the interview.  
When James was eight years old, his parents became concerned about his 
high anxiety levels, reluctance to attend school, onset of psychosomatic illnesses and 
lack of progress in literacy (JDR2). Consequently, several assessments were 
arranged.  On the WISC III assessment, it was established that James had high 
average to superior cognitive ability. However, it was noted that there was a 10 point 
difference between the verbal and performance scales. Although not a significant 
difference, it indicated asynchrony between his verbal comprehension and his 
perceptual organisation. In addition, James’ verbal scale was shown to have a scatter 
of scores with a nine point difference between his highest and lowest scores 
indicating asynchronicity between his verbal reasoning ability and his ability to 
sequence and store information in his short term memory (JDR1). The psychologist 
concluded that James had “excellent potential to learn, but it is possible that he has 
an underlying learning difficulty” (JDR1). 
Further testing was conducted at James’ next school when James was aged 
15. At this time the full WIAT II was administered. It indicated that James had a 
personal strength in mathematical reasoning, scoring at the 95th percentile which is 
in the superior range.  In contrast, his spelling ability was at the 14th percentile 
(JDR4) which is in the low average range. This difference of ability was considered 
significant and “indicative of a gifted student with a specific learning disability” 
(JDR4). In James’ case, the learning disability manifested in delayed reading 
development and difficulties with written expression.  
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The following profile of James was based on an analysis of the assessments, 
document reviews and interview. It addresses three areas: learning characteristics 
(Research Question 1), experiences of school (Research Question 2) and self-efficacy 
in reading (Research Questions 3 and 4).   
7.3 Learning Characteristics 
James’ profile was consistent with the literature on the characteristics of gifted 
students generally, such as advanced verbal ability and strong creative thinking skills 
(see Table 2.1), and also the literature available on gifted students with a learning 
disability, such as disorganisation and processing difficulties (Section 2.2.3). Like 
other students in this study, James displayed a scattered profile of learning strengths 
and weaknesses on both the WISC and WIAT II assessments. He achieved his best 
performance among the WISC verbal reasoning tasks on the Verbal Comprehension 
sub-test. This test required him to give oral solutions to everyday problems and to 
explain the underlying reasons for certain social rules or concepts. His performance 
was described by the psychologist as a “strong performance” and “much better than 
that of most students his age” (JDR4). Among the WISC nonverbal reasoning tasks, 
James achieved his best performance on the Block Design sub-test. This sub-test 
assessed nonverbal fluid reasoning and the ability to mentally organise visual 
information (JDR4). Again, his performance, on this sub-test, was described by the 
psychologist as “much better than the performance of most of his age-mates”. In 
contrast, James scored on the 18th percentile for working memory.  These were tasks 
that required the ability to retain information in memory while utilising learned 
information to complete a task (JDR4). In general, James’ skills in attention, 
concentration, and mental reasoning were in the low average range (JDR4). This 
profile of strengths and weaknesses was also evident on the WIAT II assessments. 
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On the WIAT II, a specific strength was displayed in mathematical reasoning 
(95th percentile). This showed a personal strength in tasks that required him to 
understand number, consumer maths concepts, geometric measurement, basic 
graphs, and solve single-step and multi-step word problems (JDR4). James was 
shown to have good reading comprehension skills, scoring at the 86th percentile 
despite his low scores on the pseudo word reading sub-test (32nd percentile) and 
single word reading sub-test (37th percentile). These results indicated that although 
James experienced difficulty when decoding words (and particularly words in 
isolation) he was able to determine the gist of what he was reading when he was 
presented with a passage of text. This finding was similar for most of the other 
students in the study (Section 5.3).  
James had low self-efficacy in reading as indicated by the Reading Self-
Perception Scale. His scores (Section 7.5) were very low in all categories (RSPS). 
Unlike other students in the study James made reference to his dislike for reading, 
describing it as “…just words on a page” (JSSI). He went on to explain ‘I’ve never 
really just sat down and read for fun and I’ve never fully read a book ever’ (JSSI). In 
contrast, other students in the study spoke about their enjoyment of reading and how 
they choose to read in their free time (Section 6.2.3). James’ self-efficacy in reading 
will be discussed in more detail shortly (Section 7.5). 
Similar to other students in the study (Section 5.6), James was described as 
disorganised by his teachers (JDR6 and JDR9). The following advice was provided 
to teachers by the learning support teacher, “James needs assistance to organise his 
study and assignment tasks.  Keeping in contact with Mum and Dad will assist this” 
(JDR6).  James also recognised this difficulty and how it impacted on his ability to 
communicate his ideas particularly in written tasks (Section 5.6).  
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There was evidence from the interview and teacher comment sheet to suggest 
that James was highly self-critical and sensitive to failure (JSSI and JDR9). Linked 
to this was an acknowledgement that relationships were very important to James and 
that he responded well to teachers who acknowledged his ability and made 
adaptations to let him display his ability (JDR6). However, James was also described 
as not wanting to be singled out as needing additional support (JDR6). This may be 
due to his sensitivity to failure. James was also described as needing additional 
encouragement in areas that caused him difficulty in order for him to remain 
motivated (JDR9). According to his teachers, James would try to avoid tasks, 
especially when writing was involved (JDR9). Again, this may be a result of his 
sensitivity to failure and tendency to be highly self-critical.  
James stated that he needed to see relevance and purpose to a task (JSSI). 
When this occurred he would persevere with a task and work out a solution. He 
commented, 
I’m more of a problem solver. I don’t see the point in English which is why 
I don’t do well in it. Where if something means something to me I can 
actually sit down and make sense out of it. That’s how I learn – actually 
seeing it and understanding the concepts behind it sort of thing (JSSI).  
  
Like other students in the study, James had a wide variety of interests outside 
school and appeared to be self-motivated and self-directed in these areas. For 
example, as previously discussed James wanted to be an aeronautical engineer 
(Section 6.4.1.1.). He had taken steps to organise work experience in several 
locations, as described in the following quote from James’ interview transcript:  
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I’ve had work experience at (two firms) and I actually know the head engineer 
for (well know airline carrier) and he’s going to organise work experience at 
(well-known airline carrier). I was going to work on that today actually. I 
was going to get the Dude to get the dates for work experience for me. (Well-
known carrier) will be a pretty good thing to have in my resume (JSSI) 
(emphasis added). 
 
James’ many interests outside of school included designing and making surf-boards, 
surfing, dismantling and upgrading his car engine, and Lego when he was younger 
(JSSI). James also played a lot of sport including water polo, rugby, basketball and 
went to the gym most mornings (JSSI). Despite his obvious learning weaknesses and 
associated daily struggles, James remained actively engaged in a wide variety of 
pursuits.  James’ learning characteristics are summarised in Table 7.1. 
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Table 7.1 
Summary of James’ Learning Characteristics 
 
 
Data Source Findings 
WISC III  
 
93rd percentile  verbal comprehension  
18thth percentile  processing speed   
18th percentile working memory 
79th percentile perceptual reasoning 
WIAT II – Reading tests 
 
86th percentile reading comprehension skills  
37th  percentile single word reading  
32nd percentile pseudo word reading  
 (RSPS) Very low self-efficacy in reading  
Document reviews (DR) 
 
Disorganised  
Less motivated in areas which cause the most difficulty 
At times highly self-critical and sensitive to failure 
Strong knowledge in areas of interest  
Heightened ability in tasks which involve creative and 
abstract thinking and require good problem solving  
Self-motivated with intrinsic curiosity  
Advanced vocabulary and strong oral language skills – 87th 
percentile Oral Expression in superior Range  
95th percentile for mathematical reasoning on WIAT II 
Easily distracted and will avoid tasks that cause difficulty 
Semi-structured interview 
(SSI) 
 
Variety of interests and wide range of activities outside of 
school,  likes challenge 
Needs to see relevance and purpose to tasks 
Prefers work things out himself  
Needs to work hard for average results 
Will persevere in areas of interest  
Aware of strengths and weaknesses 
Dislikes reading and English generally, very poor at 
spelling, finds it difficult to sequence thoughts in writing   
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7.4 Experiences of School 
This section focuses on how being gifted with a reading disability impacted on 
James’ experience of school (Research Question 2).  Five main issues are identified: 
the school environment, frustration at the need to work hard to achieve average 
results, friendships, the coping strategies that he developed, and the impact of 
assessments.  
First of all, James acknowledged that he was fortunate to have been in very 
academically supportive schools (JSSI). For example, he chose to give up a full 
sporting scholarship at another school to stay at his current school because of the 
support that he received. He commented,  
They (other school) kept calling me to hand in my forms, and kept calling me 
but I just couldn’t. Mainly because of learning support pretty much. I don’t 
know how I could get through school without it sort of thing. It makes it 
so, so much easier.  It would have been awesome going to (Name of School) 
but I want to be an aeronautical engineer. I’ve wanted to be that forever 
(JSSI) (emphasis added). 
 
Moreover, James believed that his teachers had always recognised his abilities. He 
commented, “Teachers have always thought that I’m smart, even if I haven’t” (JSSI). 
It was significant that James chose to remain at the school where he knew that he 
would receive the assistance needed in order for him to reach his goal of becoming 
an aeronautical engineer. This reflective thinking is indicative of strong self-
regulatory behaviour which will be discussed later (Section 9.2.2).  
Second, James was frustrated at not being able to do things to the level that 
he wanted to do them, and not being able to effectively communicate his ideas and 
understanding in writing (JSSI). Consequently, James experienced high levels of 
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anxiety when he was younger and was reported to have suffered from psychosomatic 
illnesses (JDR2). He was described as needing encouragement to stay motivated 
(JDR9). However, as James became older, he appeared to be less reliant on others 
(JSSI and JDR9).  This could be because he had established clear goals for his future 
(JSSI and JDR9). In English James didn’t believe that increased effort always 
correlated with improved results (JSSI). This was another source of frustration for 
him. For example, even though he believed that he tried really hard, he still only 
received a ‘C minus’ grade. “I see no point in trying if I’m going to get such bad 
marks what’s the point, especially for exams. But then if I didn’t try I probably 
wouldn’t have been able to write anything” (JSSI). When I pointed out that a ‘C’ was 
at expected level for his grade, James was dismissive and said “Yeah, but it was a 
‘C’ minus and only just … I did so much effort on it … and ended up getting my 
worst mark” (JSSI). This reaction may have been because James was highly self-
critical and did not feel comfortable receiving an average mark especially when he 
achieved high results in physics and mathematics.  
 Third, James experienced friendship issues with his peer group (JSSI). James 
portrayed a level of confidence and appeared to shrug off the negative comments 
made by peers in the past. For example, he commented, “I, you know, embrace it 
now – because it’s like who I am. So if people bully me I just make a joke out of it” 
(JSSI). Other students in the study also experienced friendship problems but coped 
differently (Section 6.4.2). 
Fourth, James developed coping strategies to help him deal with his school 
work and also his peer group. In particular he worked well with the learning support 
staff and accepted their advice and feedback (JDR10). Importantly, he made the 
comment that teachers have always been understanding and that they have looked for 
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different ways to “help him help himself” (JSSI). This was significant because it is 
indicative of the development of self-regulatory behaviour. The support provided to 
James appeared to assist him to reflect on the strategies that worked best for him 
(JSSI). Consequently, he was more likely to become independent rather than 
developing dependent behaviours (Section 2.2.3).  
James used a variety of coping strategies for dealing with peer issues. These 
strategies ranged from the use of humour to proving himself in other fields, for 
example sport, or the ability to buy a car earlier than the other students (JSSI). When 
James was younger he used his size to reduce the taunts from his peers (JSSI). For 
example, he commented, “I was always the biggest and tallest – I’d just say go away. 
Don’t even … yeah …so I wouldn’t really get bullied but I would sort of thing.” 
Now James is one of the most popular students and was nominated for a leadership 
role at his school for Year 12 (Personal conversation with James’ learning support 
teacher, November, 2011).  
Finally, James raised the impact of tests. He expressed frustration that his 
performance on a test or exam did not show his true ability. Fortunately, the school 
recognised James’ difficulties and made recommendations to teachers to give special 
provisions in exams for James. For example, the opportunity to sit exams in the 
Learning Enhancement Centre (at school) so that he could have extra time (if 
needed), a scribe (if needed) and the use of technology for extended writing tasks 
(JDR6). James offered the following advice regarding testing and school in general, 
“It (testing) should be a gradual thing” and “Teachers should always connect things 
to real life” (JSSI). These comments again highlighted the need for students to see 
relevance and purpose (Section 5.7). Relevance and purpose help students to 
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persevere when faced with difficulties (Section 3.5). The key issues faced by James 
are summarised in the table below. 
Table 7.2 
Summary of Key Issues for James 
Data Source Findings 
Document reviews (DR) 
Semi-structured interview 
(SSI) 
Appreciative of supportive school environment where his 
ability was recognised 
Experienced frustration and suffered from anxiety when 
younger  
Needed to be encouraged to remain motivated in areas of 
difficulty  
Friendship issues - experienced a level of bullying  
Had developed coping strategies to deal with school 
work and peers  
Negative impact of testing  
 
7.5 Self-efficacy in Reading 
 This section focuses on James’ self-efficacy in reading (Research Question 3) with a 
particular focus on the sources that he cited as being most effective for improving 
self-efficacy (Research Question 4). 
James’ score on the Reader Self-Perception Scale indicated that overall he 
had low self-efficacy in reading (RSPS). These low scores were evident across all 
categories: Progress (22/45); Observational Comparison (9/30); Social Feedback 
(23/45); and Physiological States (14/40). Although the Reader Self-Perception Scale 
is normed for students of Years 4 to 6, this scale offers a guide as to how James 
perceived his reading ability. In contrast to the other students in the study (Section 
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6.2.3), James did not wish to dual code the score and saw no difference between his 
feelings for oral reading or reading to self. For all statements relating to feeling good, 
comfortable or relaxed about reading, James selected the statement “really disagree”. 
The only statement that he agreed with was that he “can figure out words better than 
he could before”. This statement refers to progress or mastery experiences (RSPS 
Scoring Sheet). He also believed that other people thought that he was a poor reader 
(RSPS). There was evidence to suggest that James was overly self-critical of his 
reading ability since his reading comprehension was in the high average range 
according to the WIAT II (JDR4). His accuracy, however, was lower (JDR4), and 
this may be what James focussed on when judging his own performance.  
In regard to the sources of self-efficacy cited by James, the RSPS responses 
showed that mastery experiences had a greater influence on his overall self-efficacy 
in reading. When asked “Do you think it was the feedback that you got from other 
people that kept you on track or was it what you knew that you could accomplish that 
made you feel good?” he replied “Yeah, being good at something helps” (JSSI). 
There was evidence to suggest that a desire to achieve related to other areas of 
James’ life and that he took pride in his ability in other subject areas and areas of 
interest (JSSI).  In this regard, he compared himself to other students (JSSI).  
7.6 Summary 
Assessments and document reviews revealed that James had a complex learning 
profile characterised by relative strengths and weaknesses. His personal strengths 
included strong verbal comprehension skills, heightened perceptual reasoning ability 
and good reading comprehension. In contrast, his working memory and ability to 
read single words or pseudo words was weak.  Even though James had been in a 
supportive school environment he had still experienced anxiety, frustration and 
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friendship issues. However, these were not at the extreme levels cited in previous 
studies (Section 2.3.4) and had decreased in severity as James grew older. James 
appeared to have developed various strategies for coping with school issues and 
displayed strong self-regulatory behaviours. James had low self-efficacy in reading 
and avoided reading as much as possible. For James, mastery experience was the 
most effective source of self-efficacy. James’ story is an example of how students in 
a supportive and understanding school environment can learn to overcome, and cope 
with, the challenges that they face as a result of their reading disability.  
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Chapter 8 
Case Example: Chloe 
 
8.1. Preamble 
This chapter provides a second illustrative case example. Chloe’s case was included 
as an example of a younger female student in primary school, in contrast to James, a 
boy in secondary school and almost at the end of his school experience. Furthermore, 
unlike James, Chloe’s perception was that she has not always received recognition 
for her gifted ability, or support for her reading disability. She had, however, 
received a great deal of support and understanding in her home environment and had 
received additional counselling from specialists.  
The chapter has five sections. Background information is provided on Chloe 
(Section 8.2) followed by a profile of her learning characteristics (Research Question 
1, Section 8.3). The impact of these characteristics upon her experiences of school 
(Research Question 2, Section 8.4) and self-efficacy in reading are discussed 
(Research Question 3 and 4, Section 8.5). Finally, a summary is provided (Section 
8.6). 
8.2. Background 
Chloe was 11 years old in Year 6 at the time the interviews and reading assessments 
were conducted for this study. Chloe presented as a friendly child who was very 
comfortable speaking with adults. She was very polite, articulate and engaging 
(CDR19). The researcher met with Chloe on two occasions at Chloe’s family home. 
On the first occasion, the WIAT II reading assessment was administered. Chloe also 
completed the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS). During the second visit, the 
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interview was conducted.  Chloe was very talkative during both visits and was happy 
to talk about her many interests and hobbies.  
Indications of Chloe’s advanced reasoning skills were first observed by her 
parents and preschool teacher. At this young age Chloe demonstrated a keen interest 
in science. Her mother wrote on the Parent Comment Sheet (Section 4.3.2.4), 
“Chloe’s understanding of physics is often surprising” (CDR18). When Chloe was in 
Year 1, the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale: Fifth Edition (CDR1) was 
administered. Chloe was found to have a significant difference between her ability to 
reason in the Verbal and Non Verbal domains. The difference was reported as a 
“significant and highly unusual difference” (CDR1). An overall measure of Chloe’s 
reasoning ability had not been provided. Chloe’s ability to reason verbally was 
measured at 134 (gifted range), and shown to be better than 99% of children of her 
age at the time of testing. In contrast, her Non Verbal reasoning of 100 was within 
the average range. This difference was described by the psychologist who 
administered the test as “very rare” (CDR1). When Chloe was in Year 4 the WISC 
IV was administered and similar findings were noted (CDR10). The assessment 
showed an asynchronous profile and Chloe was described as “a girl of mixed abilities 
with scores ranging from the 37th to the 99.6th percentile” (CDR10).  
The following profile of Chloe was based on an analysis of the assessments, 
document reviews, and interview.   
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8.3. Learning Characteristics 
Chloe’s profile was consistent with the literature on the characteristics of gifted 
students generally (see Table 2.1), and also the literature available on gifted students 
with a learning disability (Section 2.2.3). Similar to other students in this study, she 
displayed a complex profile of learning strengths and weaknesses on both the WISC 
IV and also the WIAT II.  
 
The WISC IV was administered by a psychologist when Chloe was in Year 4. 
Chloe was described as having strong verbal reasoning ability as a result of scoring 
on the 98th percentile in this sub-test. In contrast, Chloe was shown to have 
difficulties with working memory, scoring on the 47th percentile. It was also 
concluded that Chloe had processing difficulties with a processing speed at the 66th 
percentile. The report suggested that Chloe would have “strong problem-solving 
skills but would experience difficulty memorising isolated facts such as times tables” 
(CDR10).  A number of recommendations were made for the best ways for teachers 
to assist Chloe with her learning.   
The WIAT II assessment revealed that Chloe had good comprehension skills, 
scoring at the 84th percentile, with an age equivalence of 13 years. In contrast, Chloe 
scored very low on the pseudo word reading sub-test, scoring at the 21st percentile. 
Chloe scored higher on the single word reading sub-test (47th percentile), however, 
this was significantly lower than her comprehension sub-test score on the same 
assessment (84th percentile). These assessments indicated that like other students in 
the study, Chloe was able to understand what she was reading despite experiencing 
difficulty when decoding words (CDR10). Figure 8.1 illustrates Chloe’s varied 
profile in terms of personal strengths and weaknesses as assessed on the WISC and 
WIAT II. 
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Figure 8.1 Profile showing WISC IV and WIAT II scores. 
Chloe appeared to have very low self-efficacy in reading as indicated by the 
results of the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS). As previously discussed (Section 
6.2.3) Chloe chose to dual code her responses to the questions relating directly to 
how reading made her feel (e.g.  “I feel good inside when I read”; “Reading makes 
me feel happy inside”; “I feel calm when I read”; “I feel comfortable when I read”; “I 
think reading is relaxing”; “Reading makes me feel good”; and “I enjoy reading”). 
The dual coding reflected the differences between oral reading and when she reads to 
herself. Chloe’s self-efficacy in reading to herself was higher than for reading orally 
(RSPS). For all of the questions relating to how oral reading made her feel Chloe 
responded with “Really disagree”. Whereas, for reading to herself, she recorded 
“Really agree” and “Agree”.  
Document reviews indicated that Chloe can be disorganised. Paradoxically, 
when at home, Chloe enjoyed researching topics of interest, regularly contributed to 
a club newsletter, wrote poetry, created intricate cubby house designs and produced 
mini projects. Chloe made the following comments: “I like to write stories. I like to 
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write for the club newsletter and I like to write a few poems. I like playing outside” 
and “I like researching ... if I get interested in something I’ll go off and research it on 
the computer and in books” (CSSI).  As previously observed with other students in 
the study (Section 5.6), it appeared that in the home setting, Chloe’s disorganisation 
was less pervasive. Furthermore, it highlights the importance of interest in learning.  
There was evidence to suggest that Chloe was highly self-critical and 
sensitive to failure. Chloe’s mother commented on the Parent Comment sheet 
(CDR18) that Chloe was highly self-critical. In Chloe’s Year 5, Semester One report 
(CDR15) reference was made to the need for Chloe “to keep working on being 
positive towards herself and her achievements”. Chloe described herself as “having 
areas of great difficulty” (CSSI) yet all of her reports indicated that in most areas she 
was performing at, or above expected year level achievement standards (Document 
Reviews).  
Chloe was described as having strengths with tasks requiring creative and 
abstract thinking (CDR18). This characteristic was also manifested in the many 
pursuits and interests Chloe undertook outside of school. For example, she enjoyed 
writing poetry (CSSI) and commented, “I write poems about just what comes into 
my head”. She designed intricate cubby houses with detailed plans (CSSI and 
CDR18); invented and drew up plans for new machines (CSSI and CDR18); and, 
according to her mother, had a strong interest in physics (CDR18). 
Chloe appeared to be self-motivated with an intrinsic curiosity when a topic 
interested her (document reviews and interview). This was evidenced by the many 
research projects that she had completed on a variety of topics, her regular 
contributions to the club newsletter, poetry and story writing, cubby house designs 
and inventions and attendance at workshops for gifted students. Chloe commented 
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for example, “Connor (friend outside of school) and I do research. Everyone else 
would think that’s boring. They’d say let’s go and play some video games” (CSSI). 
So, Chloe also saw herself as being different from other children her age. This had 
ramifications for friendship groups which will be discussed shortly (Section 8.4).  
Chloe appeared to have a preference for in-depth studies and self-paced 
learning (CSSI and CDR18). When discussing the research projects that she worked 
on with her friend Connor she commented, “Yeah, I don’t have to wait for people to 
catch up. When we get into it we can just keep going, just keep getting information 
and writing about different birds. I send Connor out to find the different birds and 
photograph them” (CSSI). The project that Chloe described had been going on over 
an extended period of time (approximately 12 months). Chloe’s mother confirmed 
Chloe’s preference for in-depth studies and self-paced learning in the Parent 
Comment Sheet (CDR18). Chloe also commented: 
I do things that are more in my interest area than school and I can do what 
I’m interested in to learn about. It’s not … Like  if I get interested in horses I 
can study them for a year or even three years while we have one term of 
something, one term of something else. So if I really enjoy one term I can’t 
just keep going with it for the next term. I have to do something different 
that I might not like (emphasis added) (CSSI). 
This finding may also indicate a preference for mastery learning. 
It appeared that Chloe enjoyed writing and researching for real audiences and 
authentic purposes (CSSI, CDR18 and 19). This was evidenced by the type of 
reading and writing undertaken by Chloe outside of school (research, poetry writing, 
story writing and newsletter preparation). In contrast, Chloe said that she didn’t like 
English at school (CSSI). She saw this as “problematic” because “...most of my 
friends always love English – pretty much everyone loves English which is a bit of a 
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problem” (CSSI). In a previous section of the interview Chloe described school 
reading topics as boring (CSSI). She commented, “yeah, very, very, boring”. This 
again confirms the importance of interest and the choice of reading material provided 
to gifted students and also relates to need to see relevance and purpose (Section 6.5).  
Chloe was very aware of her own strengths and weaknesses and believed that 
she needed to work hard for average results (CSSI). She made the following 
comment during the interview, “I don’t seem to get any better results when I try 
really hard. No difference than when I don’t, when I just do it normally” (CSSI). 
However, despite this, Chloe still seemed to be motivated to achieve, possibly 
because she still believed that she had personal learning strengths.  
Chloe also expressed that she had difficulty with speed tests and didn’t 
believe that tests in general were important (CSSI). She commented, “I don’t think 
that tests are that important. Even the speed tests – I don’t enjoy speed tests’ (CSSI). 
A difficulty with processing speed as documented in the WISC assessment report 
would account for Chloe’s problems with timed tests (CDR10). The issue of timed 
tests was raised by other students as problematic. Chloe’s learning characteristics are 
summarised in Table 8.1. 
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Table 8.1 
Summary of Chloe’s Learning Characteristics  
Data Source Findings 
WISC IV 
 
98th percentile verbal comprehension  
66th percentile processing speed  
47th percentile working memory 
  
WIAT II – Reading tests 
 
84th percentile reading comprehension  
47th percentile single word reading  
21st percentile pseudo word reading 
RSPS Very low self-efficacy particularly for oral reading 
 
Document reviews  
 
 
Difficulty memorising isolated facts such as tables 
Disorganised  
Less motivated in areas which cause the most difficulty 
Highly self-critical and sensitive to failure 
Strong knowledge in areas of interest – liked to do 
research on birds found in her garden  
Heightened ability in tasks which involve creative and 
abstract thinking and require good problem-solving skills  
Self-motivated with intrinsic curiosity  
Advanced vocabulary and strong oral language skills 
Sensitive to noise and easily distracted by other children  
Scored Stanine 1 for TORCH test (poor result) 
Interview 
 
Wide range of activities and interests outside of school 
Chooses to write for real audience and authentic purposes 
and likes challenge 
Prefers to work at own pace on in-depth studies 
Prefers to read to self and dislikes oral reading 
Needs to work hard for average results 
Will persevere when reading topics of interest  
Lacks confidence with timed tests 
Aware of strengths and weaknesses 
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8.4. Experiences of School 
This section illustrates how being gifted with a reading disability impacted on 
Chloe’s experiences of school (Research Question 2).  There were five key issues: 
how Chloe saw herself as a learner, school friendship concerns, feelings of being 
misunderstood and a lack of recognition of her ability, experiences of boredom and 
frustration, and high levels of anxiety.  
First, Chloe saw herself as being different from her peers (particularly other 
girls) in her approach to learning. She believed that she was interested in things that 
other girls were not interested in such as science (CSSI). In addition she did not like 
to read the same things as the other girls, she commented, “I don’t read what they 
read. Lots of them read Twilight (popular book amongst adolescent girls) and I’m 
not interested in those kinds of books. I like Anne of Green Gables, that sort of 
thing” (CSSI). As previously mentioned, Chloe did not enjoy English but pointed out 
that most of the other girls did (CSSI). Rather, her interests were frequently oriented 
towards science and architecture (CSSI). The tone used when making the comments 
about being different from other girls suggested a degree of pride in being different 
(CSSI). Chloe also commented, “I don’t exactly enjoy other girls’ company really” 
(CSSI). There was a contradiction here because friendship issues were also raised as 
a concern by Chloe.  
Second, during the interview Chloe became upset when the topic of 
friendship was raised (CSSI and CDR19). At many points throughout the interview 
she stated that she preferred to be alone but each time she said this she appeared 
upset (CSSI). For example, she made the following comment in response to a query 
about friendships, “I prefer to be by myself’ (CSSI). In response to the direct 
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question, “Do you ever feel excluded?” Chloe responded “quite a lot”. Her mother 
also mentioned that Chloe would come home from school crying because she had 
been excluded from a friendship group (CDR19). Reference was made in Chloe’s 
Year 4 report card for Semester Two that “she chooses to play alone” (CDR11). 
Chloe also became upset with what she saw as a lack of loyalty amongst the girls at 
school (CSSI). Chloe commented:  
Pretty much no one sticks with one another they just make a friend and then 
go off  and leave them behind … they just move on … They make friends 
with you and then all of a sudden they’re not … and I have no one to play 
with (CSSI). 
These feelings of exclusion may be evidence of the heightened sensitivities 
documented by Silverman (1998 and 2005) where it is acknowledged that gifted 
students can be intensely absorbed in their own pursuits, with moral sensitivity, and 
emotional vulnerability (Section 2.3.4). Silverman (1998, 2005) suggests that this 
can be more intense when the child is gifted with learning disability, as is the case 
with Chloe. Therefore, this confusion between being different but also wanting to fit 
in may be exaggerated by the concomitant giftedness and reading disability.  
Third, Chloe showed signs of feeling misunderstood by other people and a 
perception that her ability was not recognised. The following comments made about 
her teacher during the interview are indicators of this belief (emphasis added): 
I think he finds it difficult because I ask the difficult questions in SOSE 
(Studies of Society and the Environment) and science and he can’t answer 
them most of the time and then he just refers me to the computer (CSSI)   
…he’d call me clever if it was about SOSE – he hasn’t seen me working 
on Science (CSSI) (said with an air of disgust). (CDR19) 
It’s just that he always puts me in the lowest group. (CSSI) 
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Sometimes the teachers get grumpy and don’t understand that you’re 
slow at English and fast at Science!’ (CSSI) 
I think he finds me difficult, a difficult student to teach. (CSSI) 
 
Chloe’s experiences are in contrast to the illustrative case example described in 
Chapter 7 where James was recognised as gifted at school and also supported for his 
reading disability. However, it is important to note that Chloe was focussing in on 
her current teacher and there was evidence to suggest that previous teachers had 
recognised her abilities. For example, one of her teachers wrote, “Chloe has a great 
love of learning and possesses a high level of general knowledge. She is intrigued by 
new concepts, especially ones relating to the environment. Chloe also has a large 
vocabulary and enjoys learning and using new words” (CDR12). Chloe experienced 
strong reinforcement and support from home (CDR18 and 19). Indeed, Chloe had 
been taken, by her parents, to see several specialists in an attempt to gain a better 
understanding of her learning needs (document reviews). There was evidence to 
suggest that Chloe’s school had been especially chosen by her parents because they 
felt that it was the most suitable and supportive environment for Chloe. Chloe’s 
mother wrote, “The new school offers a warm and caring environment with increased 
social opportunity. It has a strong commitment to acknowledging and supporting the 
individual needs of its pupils” (CDR13). This support and encouragement is 
important and has been highlighted in previous cases and discussions.  
Fourth, school was seen by Chloe as a source of frustration (CSSI). Chloe 
summed up her experience of school as “frustrating” (CSSI). She made many 
comments about being bored and annoyed by lack of challenge and interest. The 
following comments are examples (emphasis added): 
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School is annoying. I don’t often want to do it. Boring! (CSSI) 
It makes me feel annoyed that I can’t do something at the level I need to 
read (emphasis added) (CSSI) 
Chloe also expressed annoyance at not being able to take part in what she saw as 
more interesting work (CSSI). She became upset describing several occasions when 
she had to stay in at lunch time to finish copying things off the board or finish 
writing tasks (CSSI). The following excerpt captures some of her frustration:  
I didn’t get all of my writing done … because I am a slow writer I didn’t get 
all of the writing done and then I couldn’t do the fun things … the 
interesting things. There was also a part that you had to write the theories 
that I knew all of the answers to so I just wrote in what I knew and it took me 
ages to write it all down and even though it was messy it just took me such a 
long time and another person who was mucking about and talking and that 
was the only other person who was left. It was fair that he was left. I have 
to stay in lunch because I have been too slow in class (emphasis added) 
(CSSI). 
Chloe summed up her experiences as “It is very, very, very annoying” (SSI). 
Fifth, a review of a range of documents including a Parent Comment Sheet 
and Specialist reports indicated that Chloe suffered from anxiety and self-harmed 
when she was distressed. As a result she was on a Mental Health Plan for several 
years. Over time there was evidence that this condition had improved, “No 
recurrence of self-harm Chloe exhibited” and “She is generally managing classroom 
frustrations more positively” (CDR13). This improvement may be the result of the 
very supportive environment and understanding that is given to Chloe. A summary of 
key issues is provided in Table 8.2.  
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Table 8.2 
Summary of Key Issues for Chloe 
Data Source Issues 
Document reviews  
Interview  
Sees herself as being different 
Has limited friendships and prefers to be alone 
Feels misunderstood and that her ability is not 
recognised. Supportive home environment recognised 
as important 
Experiences boredom and lack of challenge in areas of 
interest 
Suffers from anxiety  
 
8.5. Self-efficacy in Reading 
This section focuses on how Chloe’s experiences of school have impacted upon her 
self-efficacy in reading (Research Question 3). It also outlines the sources that she 
cited for improving self-efficacy (Research Question 4). 
Chloe’s score on the Reader Self-Perception Scale indicated that overall she 
had low self-efficacy in reading (RSPS). These low scores were evident across all 
categories: Progress (25/45); Observational Comparison (7/30); Social Feedback 
(10/45); and Physiological States (9/40). In all areas Chloe was below the score 
considered average (see Figure 5.1). When Chloe dual coded the scale, the score for 
Physiological States was significantly higher (20/40), although still low. Throughout 
the interview, Chloe displayed a preference for reading to herself and a strong dislike 
for reading out loud (CSSI). This reflected her low self-efficacy for reading out loud, 
as previously discussed (Section 6.2.3).  
In terms of the link between self-efficacy and motivation, the interview 
revealed that Chloe was prepared to persevere with reading if the topic was of 
interest. This was significant because the literature suggests that students with low 
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self-efficacy will tend to avoid tasks which involve reading, or alternatively not 
persevere with the task (Section 3.4). The interview responses also indicated that 
Chloe considered most reading topics in school boring as opposed to the topics she 
chose to pursue at home. Therefore, she was less motivated to read school reading 
material. 
Chloe indicated that mastery experiences had a greater influence on her 
overall self-efficacy in reading (CSSI and RSPS). When expanding on this in the 
interview Chloe pointed out, “I know that I can read well because I understand what 
I am reading, it is just that I can’t read out loud very well and other people think I am 
a poor reader”. When asked what would have the biggest impact for helping her to 
feel better about her reading Chloe responded, “Being able to read out loud like other 
people would help the most” (CSSI). She also pointed out that it would be better if 
teachers provided more time and didn’t make her read out loud (CSSI).  
8.6. Summary 
Similar to other students, the WISC IV and WIAT II revealed that Chloe had a 
complex learning profile characterised by relative learning strengths and weaknesses. 
Her verbal comprehension, as assessed by the WISC IV, was a clear strength while 
her working memory by contrast was significantly weaker. Chloe’s ability to read 
single words or decode unfamiliar words as assessed by the WIAT II, was low which 
impacted on her the accuracy of her reading. However, although her reading lacked 
accuracy she was able to maintain a good understanding of what she was reading.  
Chloe described experiences of school that mirrored much of the literature on 
gifted students with a learning disability (Section 2.2.3), and the experiences of other 
students in the study (Sections 6.2 and 6.3). She described being bored at school, 
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feeling different and misunderstood and not having friends (CSSI). There was 
evidence to suggest that she suffered from high levels of anxiety. However, this was 
beginning to decline possibly as a result of her supportive home environment and the 
management strategies advised by specialists.  
Chloe’s self-efficacy in reading was low (RSPS). She expressed concern 
about oral reading and preferred to read to herself. Of deep concern to her was being 
placed in the lowest reading group and being given low level reading material (CSSI) 
because, although she struggled to read, she still wanted to read books of interest. 
Chloe was aware that she had a good level of comprehension, even though her 
reading lacked accuracy. She would persevere with reading when it was a book of 
her choice or she had a specific purpose for reading, for example, researching on a 
topic of interest. 
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Chapter 9 
Discussion   
 
9.1 Introduction 
Descriptive case studies, such as this study, require research questions to be 
translated into theoretical propositions (Rowley, 2002; Yin, 2009). In this process 
speculations are made about what to expect from the findings of the research based 
on current literature (Rowley, 2002).  There were four research questions for this 
study and therefore four theoretical propositions (Section 4.2.3). In this Chapter, the 
key findings of the study and implications are discussed with reference to each 
theoretical proposition. Each of the four sections of this Chapter discusses a separate 
research question and theoretical proposition. The sections are as follows: learning 
characteristics (Research Question 1, Section 9.2), the impact of concomitant 
giftedness and reading disability on lived experience (Research Question 2, Section 
9.3), self-efficacy in reading (Research Question 3, Section 9.4) and sources of self-
efficacy (Research Question 4, Section 9.5). Finally, an Inclusive Pathway Model 
which depicts four important elements for developing academic achievement, and 
social and emotional well-being for gifted students with a reading disability, is 
presented (Section 9.6).  
9.2 Learning Characteristics 
Research Question 1 was “What are the common learning characteristics of the 
students in the study?”  This question sought to determine the learning 
characteristics of a purposefully selected group of students, chosen because they 
were gifted, with a reading disability. The theoretical proposition was that the 
students would display the general characteristics of gifted students with a learning 
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disability (Section 2.1.3) and the more specific characteristics of gifted students with 
a reading disability (Section 2.3). That is, the students would demonstrate a complex 
profile of both learning strengths, such as heightened ability in abstract and creative 
thinking, and learning weaknesses, such as processing difficulties. The findings 
confirmed that these gifted students with a reading disability were a heterogeneous 
group. Although there were commonalities amongst the students in terms of learning 
strengths and weaknesses, there were also differences (for example, most, but not all 
students had advanced verbal skills).  
The following learning characteristics will be specifically discussed in this 
section: reading skills (Section 9.2.1), thinking and problem-solving skills (Section 
9.2.2), self-regulatory behaviours (Section 9.2.3), processing difficulties (Section 
9.2.4), organisational skills (Section 9.2.5) and self-awareness (Section 9.2.6). 
Finally, a conclusion is provided (Section 9.2.7).  
9.2.1 Reading skills 
An important skill in learning to read is the ability to decode and recognise words 
(see Section 2.5). The findings of this study showed that most of the participating 
students experienced difficulty in these important skill areas. In the simple view of 
reading the ability to decode and recognise words is seen as essential for 
understanding what is being read (Woolley, 2011; Pressley, 2006). One might 
assume therefore, that lower ability for word recognition and decoding would lead to 
lower levels of understanding or comprehension on standardised tests, such as the 
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test II (WIAT II). For the nine gifted students 
with a reading disability in this study, however, this was not the case. Most of the 
students had good comprehension skills despite their poor decoding skills (Section 
5.3). Consequently, although they read with less accuracy and stumbled over words, 
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they were able to understand a text at a higher level than many of their age peers. It 
appeared that the students were able to capitalise on their learning strengths to help 
them compensate for their weaker decoding skills. An explanation follows. 
Consistent with previous studies (Section 2.4.2.3), most of the students in the 
study were found to have strong verbal skills and an advanced vocabulary (Section 
5.3). This finding is significant for two reasons. First, investigations into reading 
comprehension have consistently found that knowledge of word meanings has a 
strong relationship to reading comprehension skill (Stahl & Fairbanks, 2006). It is 
also hypothesised that this link is strengthened by prior general knowledge (Stahl, 
Jacobson, Davis, & Davis, 2006; Stahl & Fairbanks, 2006,). Second, Montgomery 
(1995) showed a link between verbal comprehension and reading comprehension, so 
that when bright pupils have reading difficulties, their strong verbal skills frequently 
enable them to predict from the text. Consequently, they are able to produce better 
reading scores than other students with reading difficulties who are not gifted. 
Indeed, the students in this study, who were shown to have difficulty decoding 
individual words, appeared to have been able to use their verbal strengths and 
advanced vocabulary as learning assets to aid them in understanding the overall 
meaning of the passage they were reading (Section 5.3). They were able to make 
predictions about an unfamiliar words based on the meaning of the sentence or story 
in which the word was located (Section 5.3). Munro (2005) warns, however, that this 
is not always the case. Some gifted students with a reading disability may have above 
average networks of verbal concepts but be restricted in applying them because they 
cannot read words relatively automatically and identify the verbal concepts 
effectively. This conflict in findings highlights the complexities within this 
population of students and the danger of making assumptions about their reading 
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capacity without the careful consideration of multiple sources of information. Key 
issues relating to reading assessment and instruction will be discussed in the 
following paragraphs.   
Student performance on reading assessments may vary depending upon the 
type of reading assessment used (Section 5.3). For example, when two of the 
students in the study (Chloe and Kurt) were tested by their teachers on the TORCH 
reading assessment (Section 5.3), which is essentially a cloze activity and a common 
reading assessment tool used in schools, the students performed poorly (Stanine1). 
Cloze is a technique in which words are deleted from a passage and students are 
required to insert words as they read to complete and construct meaning from the 
text. With words deleted from the passage it may be possible that the students had 
fewer words to work with in order to make connections and make meaning of the 
passage.  Therefore, this may have impacted upon the students’ ability to draw upon 
their general knowledge, and knowledge of words to understand the text that they 
were reading (Section 5.3). Consequently, their reading performance on the test was 
lower than on other tests.  
Just as students can be seen to underperform, as in the case of the TORCH 
assessment, it is also possible for difficulties to be masked as a result of the students’ 
heightened intellectual abilities (Crepeau-Hobson & Bianco, 2010). For example, the 
students in this study were able to gain average scores in the reading component of 
the National Assessment Program Literacy and Numeracy assessment (NAPLAN is 
conducted across all schools in Australia for students in Years, 3, 5, 7 and 9). Yet, 
these same students struggled with reading processes, such as single word reading 
(Section 5.3). Thus, the need for assistance and accommodations for these students 
could be overlooked. This finding has implications for identification procedures 
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especially where the Response-to-Intervention (RtI) model is used to identify 
students with learning disabilities, since these students, based on their NAPLAN 
results, do not appear to require intervention and assistance. Consequently, they are 
less likely to be identified for either their giftedness, or their reading disability. 
Munro (2005) maintains that when the reading capacity of gifted students with a 
reading disability is assessed, it is essential that diagnostic procedures are in place to 
pinpoint the aspects of reading that are functioning as expected and those that are 
causing the difficulty. In this way effective differentiation of reading instruction can 
be implemented. 
The students observed that teachers often made judgements about students’ 
reading ability based on their ability to read out loud (Section 6.2.1) because the 
teachers’ focus was upon accuracy of word recognition rather than comprehension. 
These observations are astute and possibly reflect teachers holding what Paris (2006) 
describes as a traditional approach to reading assessment influenced by a simple 
view of reading. In this conceptualisation of reading, comprehension is seen as an 
outcome of decoding and a by-product of successful word recognition. Gifted 
students with a reading disability have a complex profile of learning strengths and 
weaknesses. Therefore, judgements about their reading ability should be based on a 
range of assessment methods, including informal reading interviews, self-reflection 
surveys and probing questions, rather than on oral reading performance alone.  
The finding that the gifted students with a reading disability in this study had 
good comprehension levels despite their poor decoding skills also elaborates on what 
is known about reading instruction for gifted students with a reading disability. The 
focus in the early years of reading instruction tends to be on the decoding of words 
and accuracy with a general lack of vocabulary development and comprehension 
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instruction (Nichols et al., 2005; Pearson & Duke, 2002; Stahl, 2004). Studies have 
shown very little instructional time (12-15%) is devoted to vocabulary development 
with the most amount of time spent on defining and pronouncing words. 
Furthermore, when words are targeted for instruction they tend to be words that are 
already known to students as a result of their prior experiences (McKeown & Beck, 
2006).  Since the students in the study had an advanced vocabulary and strong verbal 
skills (Section 5.3) this may account for why students considered reading at school 
boring, and why Chloe and Elizabeth in particular, complained about the ‘babyish’ 
nature of the material (Section 6.2.2). Reading instruction takes up a great deal of 
instructional time in classrooms and yet few teachers have received professional 
development in how to meet the learning needs of gifted readers (Wood, 2008). It is 
less likely that teachers have received professional development in reading 
instruction for gifted students with a reading disability, who despite their poor 
decoding skills, may comprehend at a higher level than their peers.  
Previous studies on the reading ability of gifted students and gifted readers, 
(Section 2.4.2.1) have shown that what sets gifted students apart from their peers is 
their metacognitive strategy use, such as self-monitoring and the ability to draw upon 
and co-ordinate multiple cognitive strategies (for example, re-reading, connecting to 
prior knowledge and adjusting reading rate). The findings of this study showed that 
like their gifted peers, gifted students with a reading disability apply similar 
metacognitive strategies (Section 6.2.4). For example, Scott explained his strategy 
for reading: 
Scott:  I read a couple of sentences in front and go back (re-reading) and I’m 
like that’s what that word means (self-monitoring). 
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Researcher: So you can get the gist of what it’s about even through you can’t 
read each word. You still understand what you’re reading about? 
Scott: Yeah (SSSI).  
The development of metacognitive strategies may help to explain why some of the 
students struggled to learn to read initially, but eventually became avid readers. For 
example, Elizabeth referred to herself as a “humungus reader” (ESSI), Rose referred 
to herself as a “bookworm” (RSSI), and Michael spent his pocket money on books 
(MSSI). The explicit instruction of metacognitive strategies may assist reading 
development for gifted students with a reading disability.  
Students reported that they were placed in lower ability reading groups 
(Section 6.2.2). This finding is significant and elaborates on what is currently known 
about reading instruction for gifted students with a reading disability. Research 
undertaken over the past thirty years by Allington (1983, 2009, 2011, 2012) indicates 
differences in instruction between students perceived to be good readers and those 
who are perceived to be poorer readers. Instruction provided for good readers tends 
to be focussed more on meaningful discussion of books read, whereas more time is 
spent on isolated word recognition or letter-sound instruction for poorer readers. 
These skills are influenced by working memory. Working memory influences the 
reading process because it impacts upon phonological awareness (Section 2.4.1). 
Phonological awareness is the ability to reflect upon, examine and manage verbal 
sounds at the levels of word, syllable and phoneme, with a focus on the structure of 
the word. The gifted students with a reading disability in this study typically had low 
scores for working memory (Section 5.4). Therefore, if the focus of reading 
instruction was predominantly on letter-sound instruction the students are relying on 
a strategy that is a weakness for them in their learning profile. Michael commented 
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on the frustration of being told to sound-out words as the only strategy for reading 
(MSSI), “Don’t teach kids just to sound out the words, I find that really difficult. 
Give students a whole bunch of strategies.” What Michael is suggesting is that 
students need to be taught how to read around unknown words, make predictions 
about unknown words based on semantic knowledge and re-read to confirm (MSSI), 
as opposed to the strategies taught in lower reading ability groups.   
 Good readers read about three times as many words per day in reading 
groups as poor readers (Allington, 2011). Of significance to this study is that 
previous studies have shown that about 70% of the reading is done silently by good 
reader groups but orally by poor reader groups (Allington, 1983, 2011). The gifted 
students with a reading disability in this study spoke about the anxiety and 
embarrassment that they felt during oral reading periods (Sections 6.2.3 and 6.3.2). 
This could be because studies have shown that teachers respond differently to 
interruptions and student “call outs” during oral reading sessions with poorer reader 
groups (Allington, 1983). For example, if a student in a poorer reader group makes 
an error, it was found to be common practice for other students to call out a correct 
response or make a comment. Given that the students were shown to be highly self-
critical and sensitive to failure (Sections 6.2.5, 6.3.1, 7.3 and 8.3), it is likely that 
when the students were exposed to this type of practice in lower ability reading 
groups it had a negative impact on their self-efficacy in reading.  
Another problem with gifted students being placed in lower ability reading 
groups is that students in these groups are typically given less difficult reading 
material. Chloe referred to the books that she was asked to read as “baby books” 
(Section 6.2.1). The problem is that the students found the books not engaging. 
Guthrie, Wigfield and Klauda (2012) established that when students believe a text is 
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relevant, they read it and persist. In an interview study conducted with students in 
Year 7 they found 45 per cent of students interviewed reported that reading 
informational texts was a “waste of time”. Significantly they found that this 
undervaluing of informational texts was most common amongst higher achieving 
students who enjoyed reading, yet found the informational texts at school boring, and 
unrelated to their lives (Guthrie, Wigfield, & Klauda, 2012). The findings of this 
study, together with Guthrie, Wigfield, and Klauda’s (2012) findings, highlight the 
importance of appropriate reading material for gifted students with a reading 
disability. Since these students struggle to read, and need to persevere in order to 
continue their reading development, relevant and interesting reading material is 
essential.    
 Electronic technologies could play a role in assisting gifted students with a 
reading disability access more challenging texts. For example, Rose explained that 
once she was older it was often just one or two words in sentences that would “trick 
her up” (RSSI) and that if she was able to ask what the word was then she could 
continue reading. With access to electronic readers it is possible for students to have 
unknown voiced or to get a definition of an unknown word. Utilising such 
technologies allows students to have access to necessary assistance without being 
singled out as needing additional support. As Elizabeth suggested, “I don’t want to 
be seen as the special ed (sic) kid. I’m different enough already” (Section 6.2.5). 
Technology also allowed the students to access the more challenging texts that were 
of interest to them, without the need to labour through the text, puzzling over every 
word (Section 6.2.4).  
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9.2.2 Thinking and problem-solving skills 
  All of the students in the study were gifted (Section 4.3.1). Therefore, it was 
anticipated, based on previous research, that the students in the study would show 
evidence of strong thinking skills, heightened ability in tasks which involve creative 
and abstract thinking, strong knowledge in areas of interest and good problem-
solving skills (Sections 5.5 and 5.7). Typically, the students showed evidence of 
these traits to varying degrees and with different combinations of skills across this 
range. An unexpected finding was that these characteristics, although sometimes 
observed in the school setting, were manifested more strongly at home, where the 
students chose to engage in a wide range of interests and pursuits (see Table 5.5). 
This finding has significance in two ways.  
First, it highlights the importance of considering out of school pursuits and 
interests in models of identification processes for gifted students. Without an 
awareness of students’ out of school pursuits and interests, these abilities (for 
example, creative and abstract thinking and good problem-solving skills) could go 
unrecognised. Consequently, gifted students with a reading disability would be less 
likely to be referred for gifted programs. Previous studies have shown that this can 
result in serious social and emotional problems (Section 2.3.5). Finding out about 
students’ out of school pursuits and interests, presents a particular challenge for 
teachers of secondary students, who typically spend less time with each student on a 
daily basis. Therefore, engaging with students to learn more about their outside 
pursuits and interests is more difficult, although not insurmountable. Recognising the 
potential problem for teachers, James’ learning support teacher created a short profile 
of James for each of his teachers to access (see Appendix I).  The profile highlighted 
James’ interests, aspirations and abilities. There was evidence to suggest that this 
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strategy helped James’ teachers gain a better understanding of his full range of 
abilities, and how to assist him. Indeed, James acknowledged the recognition that he 
received at school for his gifted abilities (Section 7.4).Various researchers have 
stressed the importance of multiple sources of evidence for the identification of 
gifted students with a learning disability (Sections 2.2.3, 2.3.1 and 2.3.5). This study 
has shown that students’ out of school activities and interests can be an additional 
source of information for identifying students who are potentially gifted with a 
learning disability. If there is a discrepancy between school performance and what 
students achieve out of school, further investigation is warranted. Including questions 
about interests and out of school pursuits as part of identification procedures can 
potentially reveal abilities not otherwise recognised, or manifested in a school 
context.   
Second, the findings showed that the wide range of interests and pursuits 
undertaken by the students outside of school contributed to the students’ overall 
emotional well-being and continued motivation. In their out of school endeavours the 
students were able to set challenges for themselves and spend time exploring areas of 
interest in more depth. For example, at home Chloe conducted research into topics of 
interest, wrote poetry and made inventions; Elizabeth would read medical journals; 
James would design and test out surf-boards, and work on his car engine; Scott 
would create short films and animations and other students played strategy based, 
challenging computer games. Typically, these pursuits were linked to the students’ 
proposed career goals, highlighting the importance of purpose and goal setting for 
continued motivation, which will be discussed shortly (Section 9.3). At home, the 
students were able to construct an environment that enabled them to exercise control 
over their learning experiences (for example, choice of topic, duration of time, mode 
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of learning, and level of complexity). This finding confirms research by Reis, Neu 
and McGuire (1995) who concluded that students’ positive extra-curricular 
experiences help the students to develop positive attitudes that enable them to 
succeed (Section 2.2.3). 
The findings showed that in most cases the students utilised electronic 
technologies in their out of school pursuits, which utilised their creative and 
problem-solving skills (Table 5.5). Bandura (2012) suggested that advances in 
electronic technologies have transformed the nature, reach, speed and loci of human 
influence. He claimed it has expanded opportunities for people to exercise greater 
influence over how they communicate, educate themselves and conduct their daily 
affairs. This is significant in relation to the findings of this study, since there was 
evidence to suggest that the students in this study used technology to create their own 
personal learning environments, outside of the regular classroom setting, that were 
challenging, relevant and purposeful (Table 5.5) . Furthermore, the findings showed 
that electronic technologies afforded opportunities for the students to access 
information without having to rely on print-based texts (Section 6.2.4). This was 
done for several purposes. First, to satisfy personal curiosity on a topic of interest 
(for example, Chloe was conducting her own research on birds at the time of study). 
Second, as a strategy to assist them to access information they needed to experience 
success in school (for example, Kurt listened to audio books of required school 
reading, and Rose watched video clips on history topics). Third, technology allowed 
access to support and additional assistance, (for example, Elizabeth touch typed and 
was able to use her laptop in most exams and for note taking) without the students 
appearing to be singled out as being different (this was particularly important for 
Elizabeth). James explained, “I can get around it (difficulty reading) especially with 
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computers” (JSSI).   The use of technology has assisted the gifted students with a 
reading disability in this study to demonstrate their heightened abilities and satisfy 
their natural curiosity, potentially contributing to their positive self-concepts. To 
date, little is known about the role technology plays in helping gifted students with a 
reading disability compensate for their learning weaknesses and maximise their 
learning strengths.  
The students’ strong thinking and problem-solving skills were utilised in the 
challenges that the students set themselves in their lives out of school and allowed 
them to experience success (Sections 5.5, 7.3 and 8.3). These experiences of success 
may have contributed to the students’ resilience. In their home environment the 
students were able to expend time pursuing tasks until they achieved the desired 
outcome. Experience in overcoming obstacles through perseverant effort contributes 
to resilient self-efficacy (Bandura, 2012). Such experiences help students to learn 
how to manage failure so that it is seen as informative rather than demoralising 
(Bandura, 2012).  For the gifted students with a reading disability in this study, these 
experiences may have contributed to their overall emotional well-being by helping 
them to reconcile the confusion of being both gifted and learning disabled (Section 
5.2). Importantly, the out of school pursuits that the students were involved in were 
typically linked to the students’ proposed career goals (Table 6.2) and learning 
strengths (Table 2.1). This would explain why the students were likely to persevere 
and spend additional time pursuing them. The need to see relevance and purpose in 
tasks was raised often by students (Section 6.5). Again, it highlights the importance 
of goal setting in motivation.   
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9.2.3 Self-regulatory behaviours 
Self-regulation is the process by which a person’s goal is realised, regardless of 
whether a person’s goal is to maintain the present circumstances or to make 
something happen (Carver, Scheier, & Fulford, 2008). The students in this study 
showed evidence of being self-motivated, self-aware and intrinsically curious 
(Section 5.7). These traits are considered to be important in the development of self-
regulatory behaviours (Zimmerman, 2002). Self-regularity strength is believed to 
assist students in tolerating frustration that can be associated with the capacity to 
persist regardless of challenges faced or hard work (Bauer & Baumeister, 2011). 
Students with strong self-regulatory behaviours tend to be proactive and guided by 
personally set goals (Zimmerman, 2002). Furthermore, they are more likely to 
succeed academically and be optimistic about their future (Zimmerman, 2002). It is 
possible that the presence of these self-regulatory behaviours is why the students in 
this study were described as resilient, determined and independent and did not 
display high levels of dependent behaviours and an external locus of control, 
characteristics cited in the literature as typical of gifted students with a learning 
disability (see Table 2.3). This issue will be further discussed shortly (Section 9.3) in 
relation to the impact of the lived experience of being gifted with a reading disability.  
9.2.4 Processing difficulties 
The students in the study were shown to have processing difficulties which can 
impact upon their reading fluency, spelling, handwriting and ability to recall isolated 
facts (Section 5.8). The processing difficulties also impacted upon their ability to 
perform well in timed tests (Sections 2.2.1, 7.4, 8.4). The students in this study 
complained about participating in timed tests and believed that their performance on 
tests of this nature were not reflective of their true ability (Section 6.5). This finding 
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again highlights the importance of using multiple sources of information to 
determine the ability level of gifted students with a reading disability (Sections 2.2.3, 
2.3.1 and 2.3.5).    
9.2.5 Organisational skills  
Students in this study were described as being disorganised. This finding is 
consistent with previous research (Spicer, 2011). However, a point of difference was 
noted. The students in this study engaged in pursuits in their home settings that 
required a great deal of organisation and possibly planning (Section 5.6). An 
explanation for this could be linked to self-efficacy. People with higher self-efficacy 
have been shown to manage their time better, be more persistent and more successful 
in their problem solving (Bandura, 2012). As self-efficacy is context and task 
specific, it could be speculated that the students have a higher sense of self-efficacy 
for the pursuits they undertake at home, compared to the reading related tasks that 
they are required to complete at school. This could help to explain some of the 
differences between their home and school perceived organisational abilities. 
Another explanation for the appearance of disorganisation could relate back 
to the students’ gifted traits. These students were all identified as having advanced 
creative thinking skills. As described in Chapter 2, Rogers (2002) points out that as a 
consequence they are likely to see a number of answers to a question or solutions to a 
problem. The students’ appearance of disorganisation may be caused by a lack of 
prioritisation in order to determine which solution to try first. Students could benefit 
from explicit teaching of organisational skills and methods for effectively prioritising 
ideas. 
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9.2.6 Self-awareness 
The findings of this study showed that the students were self-aware with the ability 
to clearly articulate their learning profiles (Section 5.9). This characteristic has not 
been noted in previous studies. An explanation could be that previous studies have 
not included student interviews and therefore this information was not available. 
Furthermore, the older students in the study (Rose, Elizabeth, Kurt, James, Chloe and 
Michael) displayed higher levels of awareness and were better able to express their 
learning strengths and weaknesses than the younger students (Scott, Jerry, Karl). 
Studies involving younger students may not reflect this same level of clarity.  
Self-awareness is important for the development of self-efficacy, since self-
efficacy is related to the perceptions one has about one’s level of skill (Section 3.2). 
It is possible that the students’ ability to recognise both their learning strengths and 
weaknesses contributed to their overall sense of well-being and academic self-
efficacy. Hence, unlike previous studies, these students did not generalise their 
reading difficulties as overall academic failure (Section 2.2.3). Therefore they were 
able to remain motivated. The development of self-awareness, so that gifted students 
with a reading disability are aware of both their learning strengths and weaknesses, 
may be an effective way of supporting these students to achieve.   
9.2.7 Conclusion  
The findings of Research Question 1 show that gifted students with a reading 
disability are a heterogeneous group, and that although there are some typical 
characteristics, it cannot be assumed that all gifted students with a reading disability 
will present with the same characteristics, all of the time. Therefore, although lists of 
characteristics and checklists developed from the literature on previous studies 
(Tables 2.2 and 2.3) are useful guides for identification purposes, judgements should 
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not be made on this basis alone. To gain a full understanding of a student’s profile, 
sources of information need to include cognitive assessment results (for example, 
WISC III or IV, or Stanford Binet 5), reading assessments which assess a range of 
skills (for example, WIAT II), parent information and previous reports from 
specialists. Another rich source of information emanates from the students 
themselves. This study showed that gifted students with a reading disability can be 
self-aware and are able to articulate their learning characteristics and educational 
needs, yet very few research studies have included student interviews as a data 
collection tool.  
Figure 9.1 provides a possible pathway for gaining a full understanding of the 
learning characteristics of individual students who are both gifted and have a 
learning disability in reading. The first step in the process is the initial observation. 
Since the students in this study have been shown to have varying combinations of the 
characteristics of gifted students, gifted students with a learning disability and the 
more specific characteristics of gifted students with a reading disability, all three sets 
of characteristics need to be considered (Figure 9.2). 
Figure 9.1 Profiling Model.   
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Figure 9.2 provides an overview of the possible combinations of interrelated 
learning characteristics that gifted students with a reading disability may display. 
Since the students are gifted they will display characteristics of giftedness (first box). 
As they also have a learning disability in reading, the students will display one or 
more characteristics of a giftedness with a learning disability (second box), together 
with the more specific characteristics of concomitant giftedness and reading 
disability (third box). Thus, the student’s learning profile is formed by this composite 
of characteristics.  
Figure 9.2 Composite Characteristics Model.  
The second step in the process is to look at assessment data (Figure 9.1). As 
previously discussed concomitant giftedness and reading disability is complex and 
therefore a range of assessments is important to gain a full understanding of the 
students’ learning characteristics and needs. It is also important that variations 
between assessment sub-test scores are considered (Section 2.3.3).  Furthermore, 
students’ out of school pursuits and interests can reveal abilities that may not be 
manifested in a school setting (Section 5.5).  
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The third step in the process depicted in Figure 9.1 is to gain information 
from parents, students and teachers. An essential element of this process is speaking 
to the students themselves about their abilities, difficulties and concerns.   A greater 
depth of understanding can support gifted students with a reading disability succeed 
academically and contribute to their overall well-being. It is important that this last 
step is on-going so that adjustments can be made as required. In this way serious 
social and emotional problems may be reduced.   
9.3 Impact on Lived Experience 
Research Question 2 was “How does being gifted with a reading disability impact on 
the lived experience of school?”  The theoretical proposition developed from 
previous literature was that the students would describe issues such as poor 
identification (considered lazy or lacking in ability), lack of challenge, problems 
accessing print-based texts in all curriculum areas with the need to work harder to 
achieve average results (Table 2.3). It was also anticipated that students would be 
highly self-critical leading to frustration and anxiety. Each issue will be discussed in 
this section, together with friendship issues that the students experienced. This latter 
issue was not anticipated in the original theoretical proposition, but was an emerging 
issue.  
9.3.1 Poor identification  
The findings showed evidence of  poor identification procedures where five out of 
the nine students were not recognised for their ability (Sections 6.2.1 and 8.4), or, in 
the case of Kurt (Section 5.3), his reading difficulties were not identified until he was 
11 years of age. This trend, however, was influenced by the nature of the particular 
school environment the students were in, with variance both within and between 
schools. For example, at one school Elizabeth was not recognised for her gifted 
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abilities but upon moving schools her abilities were recognised (Vignette 8, Section 
6.2.5). Alternatively, one teacher within a particular school might not recognise the 
student’s abilities, but another teacher within the same school would, and therefore 
support the student accordingly. For example, Rose recalled being acknowledged for 
her creative abilities in one year level (Year 2) but treated “like an idiot” in others 
(Years 4 and 5) (RSSI). Differences in teacher attitudes could also be seen in teacher 
comments on student report cards. For example, Rose’s report card (Year 2) 
described her as follows: “Rose’s obvious strengths are in computing and the Visual 
Arts. She writes great stories and displays a real interest in the world around her” 
(RDR5). On another school report (Year 4) she was described as “making steady 
progress in most key learning areas” (RDR10). A subsequent the report card 
comment (Year 6) was as follow: “Rose has experienced an outstanding semester” 
(RDR16). Students in the study referred to poor identification most often in terms of 
ability grouping and expressed their frustration at being placed in lower ability 
groups (Sections 6.2.1, 6.2.2 and 6.3.1).  
As discussed in the literature review gifted students with a reading disability 
often go unnoticed because either their heightened intellectual ability can obscure a 
learning disability, or the learning disability obscures the heightened intellectual 
ability (Section 2.3.3). Thus, the students often appear as being of average ability. 
Five of the nine students in this study had been identified as being gifted with a 
reading disability by learning support teachers who had been involved in two 
professional learning projects facilitated by the researcher through her current role. 
The yearlong projects focussed on identification and curriculum provision for gifted 
students with a learning disability. Consequently, these teachers were very aware of 
the typical profiles of gifted students with learning disabilities. Three of the learning 
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support teachers had additional qualifications in the area of gifted education. These 
teachers all appeared to play a strong advocacy role for the students. They helped to 
inform other teachers about the needs of the students so that the students’ abilities 
were recognised and assistance was provided where needed. For example, as 
previously discussed (Section 9.2.2) James’ learning support teacher developed a 
profile of his learning characteristics, aspirations and support requirements. This 
finding is significant and may explain why the students did not appear to suffer the 
adverse social and emotional complications so often cited in the literature, such as 
depression and disruptive behaviours (Section 2.3.4). It also highlights the 
importance of raising the awareness of teachers so that stereotypical beliefs about 
giftedness (Section 2.2.2) are rectified and adverse emotional complications are not 
generated. 
The data highlight the importance of raising awareness about the learning 
characteristics and needs of gifted students with a reading disability. If students were 
not nominated for this study by a learning support teacher they were nominated by 
their parents, or in two cases self-nominated. Two of the students’ parents were 
involved in professional learning sessions with the researcher and therefore became 
aware of the profile of gifted students with a learning disability. One parent was 
involved with the Queensland Association for Gifted and Talented Children and had 
attended sessions on the characteristics of gifted students with a learning disability. 
Another parent was a psychologist (ESSI). Due to their knowledge about 
concomitant giftedness and reading disability, these parents were able to support 
their children at home, and also advocate for the needs of their children at school. It 
appeared that most teachers in the students’ current school settings were willing to 
make adjustments once they understood the needs of the students (interviews and 
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school reports). Specific data were not available on teacher attitudes as this was not 
within the scope of the study. However, Wormald (2009) in another study focussed 
on teacher willingness and found that teachers were willing to meet the academic 
needs of gifted students with a learning disability, but believed they did not have the 
knowledge or support to do so. An encouraging finding of Wormald’s study is that 
the teachers were willing to learn more (2009). Wormald’s study highlights the need 
for additional training for teachers so that they have a greater understanding of gifted 
students with a learning disability and how to assist them. Therefore, the Wormald 
study also validates the importance of this study which reveals the learning 
characteristics of gifted students with a reading disability, and the impact these 
characteristics can have on the students’ lived experience of school. This current 
study also suggests that when the particular learning needs of gifted students with a 
reading disability are understood and addressed, students do not suffer the potentially 
debilitating social and emotional complications cited in previous studies (Section 
2.3.4).    
One of the challenges for developing an understanding of the needs of gifted 
students with a reading disability is the large amount of information from specialists’ 
reports in student record files. Some students in the study had multiple assessments 
by several specialists, with reports containing specific technical terms and detailed 
recommendations, therefore student documentation was lengthy requiring 
considerable time to read and understand it all (for example, by the time Chloe was 
in her fourth year of schooling she had at least eight specialist reports and letters on 
record). A level of understanding of the various assessments is also required because 
some reports are written in complicated technical language and at times some of the 
recommendations can even be contradictory. This occurred in Chloe’s specialist 
 251 
 
reports (see Appendix G, CDR 2 and 3).   One specialist suggested that Chloe had a 
non-verbal learning disorder while another specialist refuted this assertion. Such 
conflicting specialist advice can be confusing for teachers, impacting eventually 
upon students because teachers are unsure of how best to support the students. 
Student learning profiles and recommendations for support need to be communicated 
succinctly to teachers. Again, a possible solution was provided by James’ learning 
support teacher. As previously discussed (Section 9.2.2) she provided each of James’ 
teachers with a one page summary of his learning strengths, weaknesses, aspirations 
and strategies for supporting his learning (see Appendix I).  
9.3.2 Lack of challenge 
Lack of challenge was an issue raised by the nine students in the study, although 
again, not to the level that would have been expected based on current literature. 
Predominantly this appeared to occur for three reasons, either the students created 
their own environments where they experienced challenge at home (Chloe, James, 
and Elizabeth), their abilities were recognised and therefore they were given 
opportunities at school (Kurt, Jerry and Karl) or their struggle to overcome their 
reading difficulties across curriculum areas may have been challenging enough, and 
the students didn’t seek additional challenge at school (Rose, Michael and Scott). 
Where challenge was raised as an issue it was with regard to the type of reading 
material that was made available to them. This issue has been discussed previously in 
respect to how choice of reading material impacted upon students’ willingness to 
persevere and motivation to read further (Sections 6.2.2 and Section 7.4). Students 
need to be provided with a diverse range of reading materials that both challenges 
them and interests them so that they are motivated to continue reading and also to 
pursue further reading on the same topic or books by the same author.  
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9.3.3 Need to work hard for average results 
Similar to the findings of previous studies, (Section 2.2.3) the nine students 
acknowledged that they had to work hard for average results.  This appeared to lead 
to frustration because the students were not achieving to the level that they expected 
of themselves (Section 6.3.1). However, students typically recognised throughout the 
interviews that if they tried harder it made a difference to their results. For example, 
Rose explained, “if I try it makes a huge difference to my results. I go from a ‘C’ to 
an ‘A’ if I try really, really hard” (RSSI). This finding differs from previous research 
which has shown that gifted students with a learning disability tend to have an 
external locus of control and a propensity to develop dependent behaviours (Section 
2.2.3).  Students with an external locus of control and dependent behaviours will tend 
to blame failure on lack of ability, rather than lack of effort. They attribute success to 
the assistance that they have received, luck or ease of the task, rather than on effort 
(Section 2.2.3). It was noted that all of the students in the study were self-aware and 
could describe their areas of strength and learning difficulties. Possibly it was easier 
for the students to accept their struggles in some curriculum areas when they were 
achieving success in others. In James’ words, “Yeah, being good at something helps” 
(JSSI). This also links back to the school environment and whether or not the 
students’ abilities and efforts were recognised. This issue is significant and may help 
to explain why the students in this study, unlike previous studies, appeared to have 
developed coping strategies and were described as resilient, determined, independent 
and confident (Section 6.4). Furthermore, students’ beliefs in their coping 
capabilities play a critical role in their self-regulation of emotional states (Bandura, 
2012). 
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The findings show that the continual struggle by the students to overcome 
their learning difficulties can be tiring and frustrating for the students. This is an 
important finding because this continual struggle has been linked to negative 
experiences, such as depression and anxiety (Section 2.2.3). However, if effort is 
acknowledged, other studies have shown that a positive experience is possible 
(Dweck, 2008). A focus on effort, the strategies used and perseverance rather than 
the intelligence or talent believed to be shown can help students to develop what 
Dweck (2008) refers to as a growth mindset. Dweck (2006) distinguishes between a 
growth mindset and a fixed mindset. Students with fixed mindsets worry about 
making mistakes because they see mistakes as a sign of low ability. They also see 
effort as a sign of low ability since they believe that if they have high ability they 
shouldn’t need to expend effort to complete the task. In contrast, students with a 
growth mindset see effort as an opportunity to learn rather than a source of 
frustration. Hence, it could be speculated that if gifted students with a reading 
disability have a growth mindset, they will be more likely to persist despite their 
continual struggle to achieve.   
Students with a growth mindset were found to be more accurately self-aware 
(Dweck, 2006). The gifted students with a reading disability in this study were all 
described as self-aware which may indicate they have a growth mindset.  
Furthermore, when students have a growth mindset, they will be prepared to expend 
effort because they view it as an opportunity to learn. When students are praised for 
the process they have engaged in, the effort and persistence they have applied, the 
strategies they have used and the choices they have made they are more likely to 
develop a growth mindset (Dweck, 2008). The gifted students with a reading 
disability in this study appeared to have been provided this type of praise, typically 
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by a person described in this study as a significant other (Section 6.4.1.4). Indeed, 
Jerry’s mother specifically acknowledged the teachers at his school as helping Jerry 
to develop a growth mindset (JSDR6). If the students in this study, who do not 
display high levels of anxiety and depression (traits often cited in the literature as 
typical of gifted students with a learning disability), have developed a growth 
mindset, further consideration of how a such a mindset can be encouraged amongst 
gifted students with a reading disability is warranted. This may help to reduce the 
impact of the students’ continual struggle so that it does not result in frustration, 
anxiety and depression.    
9.3.4 Friendship issues 
Eight out of nine students encountered friendship issues (Section 6.3.3). This was not 
anticipated in the theoretical proposition. In particular, the incidences of bullying that 
the students recalled were not anticipated.  Based on the findings, the incidences of 
bullying appeared to be more prevalent when the students were in younger grade 
levels. Eventually, the students appeared to develop coping strategies to manage the 
issue. The finding is important since if the potential for bullying is not recognised, 
incidences may go unnoticed with serious emotional problems generated as a 
consequence. A problem, however, could be that since the students are typically 
highly self-critical and sensitive they may over emphasise comments from other 
students and perceive comments as more negative than they were intended to be. 
Peterson and Ray (2006) speculated that although gifted students face similar 
challenges to other children, they may experience them differently. Again, this is 
where the role of the ‘significant other’ identified in Section 6.2.1.4 is important, 
because this person could play an important role in offering counsel to the students 
when they experience friendship issues.  
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The students’ friendship issues can also be viewed through the lens of self-
regulation. It was noted that over time the incidences and impact of the friendship 
issues appeared to lessen and that the students had developed coping strategies 
(Section 6.4.2 and 7.4). Studies into self-regulation and social relationships show a 
link between higher levels of self-regulation and success with responding to social 
offenses more constructively, fewer experiences of conflict, better communication 
skills and the ability to maintain friendships and get along with peers (Luchies, 
Finkel, & Fitzsimons, 2011).  Self-regulation was shown to be very important in 
helping rejection-sensitive children to manage their social anxieties in socially 
acceptable ways (Luchies, Finkel, & Fitzsimons, 2011).  As previously discussed the 
students in this study could be considered as demonstrating self-regulatory 
behaviours (Section 9.2.3). It is possible, based on the findings of previous studies 
and this study, that these traits have assisted the students in dealing with friendship 
and peer issues. This again raises the importance of fostering self-regulatory 
behaviours amongst gifted students with a reading disability who can otherwise be 
susceptible to emotional, motivational and behavioural problems.  
9.3.5 Conclusion 
Based on the findings and literature reviewed, it is theorised that in school and home 
environments where there is an understanding and awareness of the learning needs of 
gifted students with a reading disability, and the necessary assistance is provided, 
students do not suffer the serious social and emotional disorders cited in other 
studies. Therefore, clear identification protocols for gifted students with a reading 
disability are important so that students can be identified early and assisted. Learning 
support teachers can play an important role in schools by first identifying gifted 
students and gifted students with a reading disability and then by communicating 
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clearly the students’ learning needs to other teachers. The presence, and or 
development, of self-regulatory behaviours can assist students to develop coping 
strategies and deal with the frustration of being gifted while also struggling with a 
reading disability.     
9.4 Self-efficacy in Reading 
Research Question 3 was “How does the lived experience of gifted students with a 
reading disability impact upon self-efficacy in reading?” The theoretical proposition 
was that, based on their school experiences, the students would display low self-
efficacy in reading. Since the ability to read impacts upon all curriculum areas and is 
also erroneously seen as an indicator of giftedness (Section 2.2.2), it was proposed 
that low self-efficacy in reading would result in low self-efficacy for academic 
achievement. In this section four key findings are addressed: first, the impact of low 
self-efficacy in reading on self-efficacy for academic achievement (Section 9.4.1), 
second, the difference between oral and silent reading self-efficacy (Section 9.4.2), 
third, the importance of supportive home and school environments (Section 9.4.3) 
and finally, the advice provided by students for increasing the self-efficacy of gifted 
students with a reading disability (Section 9.4.5).  
9.4.1 Self-efficacy and academic achievement 
The findings indicated that eight out of nine students in the study had low self-
efficacy in reading (Section 6.2.3). Results of the Reader Self-Perception Scale 
showed that students were typically low in all four areas considered to have an 
impact on self-efficacy in reading: progress (or mastery), social feedback (verbal 
persuasion), physiological states and observational comparisons (vicarious 
experiences).  However, low self-efficacy in reading did not appear to impact upon 
these students’ self-efficacy for academic achievement, nor did it impact on their 
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motivation to achieve academically in school. Although some students avoided 
reading, other students had persisted and had become avid readers. All students had 
remained academically motivated, even though they recognised that their reading 
difficulties impacted upon their achievement in other curriculum areas, such as 
science and mathematics. Their concern was that teachers might not recognise their 
abilities in these areas if they were always asked by teachers to show their 
knowledge and skills through written assessments (Sections 5.6, 7.4 and 8.4). This 
again highlights the importance of providing students with multiple opportunities and 
methods for displaying their understanding and skills. As previously discussed 
(Section 9.2.6), the students appeared to be self-aware and were able to articulate 
their learning strengths and difficulties. Furthermore, they had clearly established 
goals for their proposed careers and were determined to work towards these. Along 
with their supportive home and school environments, these factors may account for 
why these students, despite having low self-efficacy in reading remained motivated 
and willing to continue to learn.  
9.4.2 Difference between oral and silent reading self-efficacy  
It is important to note that for five of the nine students, their self-efficacy in reading 
differed for reading orally and silent reading. Oral reading was a noticeable cause of 
anxiety for students in the study as previously discussed (Section 6.2.3). It was noted 
that although these students typically had low levels of reading accuracy and fluency, 
their reading comprehension was good (Section 9.2.1). Also, the students tended to 
be highly self-critical and sensitive to failure (Section 6.2.5). This may explain why 
there was a difference between self-efficacy in oral reading and reading to self. It is 
possible that when the students were reading out loud they may have perceived that 
they were being judged negatively for poor performance. It would also help to 
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explain why these five students experienced high levels of anxiety when asked to 
read out loud. The finding suggests that the practice of oral reading needs be 
considered carefully when teaching gifted students with a reading disability, and its 
use restricted. Reading out loud could be made optional. 
9.4.3 Supportive home and school environments 
Based on the data, it is speculated that the students’ supportive school and home 
environments may have contributed to the students’ self-awareness and ability to 
articulate their learning strengths and weaknesses (Sections 5.9, 6.3.2, 7.4 and 8.4). 
The findings indicated that the nine students recognised the understanding 
perspectives of their parents and most of the teachers. Varying perspectives about 
learning difficulties and their underlying causes exist, with each focussing on 
different factors and highlighting different characteristics in the students (Twomey, 
2006).  According to Twomey (2006) there are three perspectives: the deficit model, 
the inefficient learner model and the environmental factors model. The deficit model 
assumes that difficulties in learning are caused by academic, social, cultural, 
motivational, cognitive or neurological weaknesses within the students. It could be 
claimed that with the large number of assessments conducted on the students in this 
study that a deficit model is held. However, in all cases the purpose of the 
assessments was an attempt to gain a better understanding of the ways to support the 
students in their learning and to develop an understanding of strategies for the 
students to help themselves (Section 5.9). Therefore, there is also evidence of the 
perspective of the inefficient learner model. This model maintains that it is the 
approach to learning that causes the difficulties, such as failure to plan or 
inappropriate strategy use. The findings show that school staff and parents of the 
students within this study appeared to seek out the most effective instructional 
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strategies for students. This is indicative of the environmental factors model which 
attributes difficulties in learning to the instructional setting. It is my conjecture, 
based on the findings, that the support provided to the students in this study was 
holistic and encompassed the three perspectives identified by Twomey (2006) 
(Figure 9.3). Through the combination of the three perspectives, deficit, inefficient 
learner and environmental factors, an understanding and supportive environment is 
created.  
 
Figure 9.3 A holistic perspective of difficulties in learning.  
 
By gaining an understanding of the students’ learning strengths and 
weaknesses, the teachers (usually learning support teachers), and/or parents, were 
able to work with the students to determine the best strategies for helping them to 
learn. They were also able to advocate for the planning of appropriate instructional 
environments. Therefore, in practice, the process used by the teachers to gain an 
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understanding of the students’ learning needs is similar to the process depicted in 
Figure 9.4.  This process involved the combination of an understanding of the 
student’s learning profile, together with an understanding of the most effective 
strategies for learning and effective instructional strategies. This combination creates 
a holistic approach to supporting learning. Since the students in this study were 
described as resilient, self-motivated and independent such a holistic approach is 
important.  
Figure 9.4 Holistic approach for support.  
 
9.4.4 Student advice for developing self-efficacy 
Students who are more successful in learning at school tend to be able to elaborate 
more about what helps them to learn than less successful students (McIntrye, Pedder, 
& Rudduck, 2005). When the students in this study were asked about the best ways 
to assists students like themselves they were able to offer very clear information and 
advice (Section 6.5). Similar to the findings of McIntyre, Pedder, and Ruddock 
(2005), the students in this study gave advice that was educationally desirable and 
defendable with current literature. The advice of the gifted students with a reading 
disability in this study centred on six key areas: ability grouping, assessment, the 
importance of choice, the need to see relevance and purpose, the provision of 
additional time and the importance of providing feedback that shows students how to 
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improve (Section 6.5). It is significant that the advice offered focussed on ways 
teachers could help students experience success, since mastery experience is 
considered to be one of the strongest sources for positive self-efficacy development 
(Bandura, 1994). The researcher is not aware of any other study that has accessed 
student voice as a method of establishing ways to effectively support gifted students 
with a reading disability.  
9.4.5 Conclusion 
Based on the findings and previous literature the following conclusion is drawn. The 
lived experience of school of gifted students with a reading disability can impact 
negatively upon their self-efficacy in reading. The level of self-efficacy in reading 
can vary depending on the particular reading task undertaken, for example oral 
reading or reading to self. However, low self-efficacy in reading does not necessarily 
lead to low self-efficacy for academic achievement generally. When a holistic 
perspective is taken towards understanding and supporting gifted students with a 
reading disability they can become successful, well-adjusted and independent 
learners.  Furthermore, the advice of gifted students with a reading disability can 
provide useful insights into effective teaching strategies for teaching gifted students 
with a reading disability. 
9.5 Sources of Self-efficacy 
Research Question 4 was “What are the sources of self-efficacy cited by the gifted 
students with a reading disability as effective in improving self-efficacy?” Based on 
the literature available the theoretical proposition was that verbal persuasion and 
mastery experience would be named by students as having the biggest impact on how 
they felt about their reading.   
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As initially proposed, mastery experience was named as having the most 
impact on how students felt about their reading and how they felt about themselves 
as learners generally. Although not named specifically by students, when they were 
asked about what had the biggest impact on their self-efficacy, there was also 
evidence of the strong influence of verbal persuasion (Section 6.5). This finding 
raises two significant challenges for teachers working with gifted students with a 
reading disability: the provision of appropriate reading material (Section 9.5.1) and 
how to give effective feedback (Section 9.5.2).  
9.5.1 Reading material 
First, providing reading material to students that they will find interesting and be 
challenged by, so that they value their success in reading the text and yet, not be too 
challenged can be very difficult. However, if students are provided with a range of 
reading material to choose from, rather than simply being assigned books to read (a 
practice described by students in Section 6.2.2) some of this problem could be 
overcome. Allowing students to have choice also helps to build self-regulatory 
behaviours in reading (Housand & Reis, 2008) which can produce increases in 
reading achievement. Furthermore, choice of reading material enables students to 
make reading more relevant to their own lives and interests, thus reducing the 
problem of providing challenging and interesting material. 
9.5.2 Effective feedback  
Providing feedback that is effective for gifted students with a reading disability can 
be problematic. Gifted students with a reading disability can be highly self-critical 
and highly sensitive (Sections 6.2.5, 7.3 and 8.3). Therefore, it is possible for them to 
perceive well intentioned feedback in a negative way. For example, Elizabeth 
perceived that when her English teacher commented that her ‘C’ result was a good 
 263 
 
effort this indicated that the teacher believed that she wasn’t capable of a higher 
result.  Furthermore, since gifted students with a reading disability are highly self-
critical they may not believe the positive feedback that they receive. There has been 
extensive research into the characteristics of effective feedback (Hattie, 2009, 2012). 
The findings of this research should be carefully considered for gifted students with a 
reading disability. Caution needs to be taken, however, when interpreting overall 
effects since the nuances and details of each influence are important (Hattie, 2012). It 
may be possible that some of the advice needs to be adapted to accommodate the 
highly self-critical nature and sensitivity of gifted students with a reading disability. 
For example, students in this study particularly commented on the need for teachers 
to give feedback that showed students how to improve so that they could achieve 
better results in the future. As one student said, “Help us to help ourselves.”  
9.5.3 Conclusion  
The findings revealed that mastery feedback and experience of success are important 
sources of self-efficacy in reading for gifted students with a reading disability. This 
has implications for the reading material that is provided to students since previous 
research indicated that the ability to read the material will only be viewed by the 
student as mastery, or success, if the student actually values the experience. Findings 
from this study showed that the students valued reading books that their peers were 
reading, material that was perceived as relevant and purposeful, or material that was 
previously inaccessible because it was too difficult.   
The findings from this study also indicated that verbal persuasion is an 
influential source of self-efficacy. However, caution is warranted. Gifted students 
with a reading disability have been shown to be highly self-critical and sensitive to 
failure. Therefore, it is possible that well-intentioned feedback and praise can be 
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perceived negatively. Little is known about effective feedback for gifted students 
with a learning disability, or reading disability. This study has highlighted three 
features identified by students in this study as important. First, feedback needs to 
indicate specifically how students can improve their work. Second, general praise 
such as “good effort” is not valued and can be perceived as a negative comment. 
Third, feedback needs to convey high expectations for student performance.  
 
9.6 Inclusive Pathway Model 
In Chapter 3, a conceptual framework was introduced based on Bandura’s theory of 
self-efficacy (see Figure 3.1). This conceptual framework guided the research design, 
and consequently the research questions and theoretical propositions. Based on a 
synthesis of the literature and research findings another layer to the framework is 
proposed. Figure 9.5 shows the link between the research questions and each element 
of the proposed model.  
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Figure 9.5 Inclusive Pathway Model. 
 
The Inclusive Pathway Model depicts four important elements for developing 
academic achievement, and social and emotional well-being for gifted students with 
a reading disability. Each element will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 
Identification is the first step of the model.  The aim is to gain a full 
understanding of a student’s learning profile, therefore multiple sources of 
information are important including cognitive assessment results (for example, 
WISC III or IV, or Stanford Binet 5), reading assessments which assess a range of 
skills (for example, WIAT II), parent information and specialist reports. 
Observations of the characteristics of gifted students, gifted students with a learning 
disability and gifted students with a reading disability are also important for 
consideration. Furthermore, students’ out of school pursuits and interests can reveal 
abilities that may not be manifested in a school setting.  
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The second element of the model is on-going monitoring and communication. 
This encompasses discussions between parents, teachers, and most importantly, with 
the student themselves. The on-going nature of this element is important so that 
adjustments and refinements to instructional strategies and support mechanisms can 
be made as required.  
A supportive home and school environment, the third element of the model, 
provides the students with encouragement, recognition and access to challenging, 
relevant, and purposeful reading material. Within this environment, effective 
instructional strategies are sought, students are encouraged to set personal goals and 
positive, constructive feedback for improvement is provided. Self-efficacy is 
developed through experiences of success (Mastery experiences).   
The fourth element focuses on the students’ personal qualities. Although 
some may be innate qualities, others can be developed over time as a consequence of 
a supportive environment. Personal qualities observed in the students in this study 
included: determination, independence, confidence, intrinsic curiosity, self-
motivation and strong self-regulatory behaviours. 
The four elements in the Inclusive Pathway Model highlight the interaction 
and influence of personal and environmental elements in students’ learning. Through 
the consideration, and combination of all elements of the model, the overall learning 
of these students can be enhanced. In this way it can contribute to the academic 
achievement and social and emotional well-being of gifted students with a reading 
disability.  
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Chapter 10 
Conclusion 
 
10.1. Introduction 
Gifted students with a reading disability pose an enigma especially when 
stereotypical beliefs about what it means to be gifted are still prevalent in schools, 
with many educators believing that the recognition of giftedness is dependent on 
academic achievement in all areas (Bianco, 2005; Golan, 2004; Silverman, 2003).  
Furthermore, there are widely held beliefs that giftedness is characterised by reading 
precocity (Cramond, 2004). Consequently, students who are gifted with a reading 
disability are often not recognised and are incorrectly identified as lazy or lacking 
motivation (see Section 2.6.2). At school they face many academic (Sections 2.2.3 
and 2.4.2.3) and emotional and social issues (Section 2.3.4) on a daily basis. The 
purpose of this study was to describe the learning characteristics of gifted students 
with a reading disability and their lived experience (every day experience) of school 
to gain a greater understanding of these students’ needs. Through greater 
understanding, the necessary assistance and curriculum access might be provided to 
gifted students with a reading disability, thereby maximising their opportunities to 
succeed academically. This may also minimise the possibility of these students 
developing severe emotional issues, such as anxiety and depression.  
This chapter presents an overview of the key findings for each research 
question (Section 10.2), the contributions (Section 10.3) and implications (Section 
10.4) of the study. Limitations of the study are acknowledged (Section 10.5) and 
suggestions for future directions proposed (Section 10.6). Finally, a chapter summary 
is provided (Section 10.7).   
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10.2. Addressing the Research Questions 
This section summarises the findings for each of the four research questions.  
1. What are the common learning characteristics of gifted students with a 
reading disability in this study? (Section 9.6.1) 
2. How does being gifted with a reading disability impact on the lived 
experience of school? (Section 9.6.2) 
3. How does the lived experience of gifted students with a reading disability 
impact upon self-efficacy in reading? (Section 9.6.3) 
4. What sources of self-efficacy are named by gifted students with a reading 
disability as effective in improving self-efficacy? (Section 9.6.4) 
10.2.1. Learning characteristics 
As theorised, students in the study demonstrated most of the characteristics of gifted 
students with a learning disability and the specific characteristics of gifted students 
with a reading disability (Research Question 1). These characteristics included 
evidence of strong thinking skills and heightened ability in tasks which involved 
creativity (Table 5.5). Although seven of the nine students had poor decoding skills, 
they were still able to comprehend passages of text, often at a level beyond their 
same age peers. Significantly, their reading ability varied depending on the type of 
reading task required in the assessment. This highlighted the importance of using 
assessments that target a variety of reading skills when making judgements about 
reading ability. The students proved to be a heterogeneous group with both 
similarities and differences within the group. An important source of information for 
determining individual differences was the interview. It highlighted the importance 
of student voice in the learning process, particularly for gifted students with a 
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reading disability who can be highly sensitive and emotionally vulnerable. By 
speaking with students it was possible to find out about their aspirations, personal 
learning strengths, concerns and effective strategies for assisting their learning.  
The students in this study had not developed dependent behaviours, an 
external locus of control, lack of confidence or depression as in previous studies. 
Indeed, the students were described as independent, determined and resilient (Section 
6.4). In contrast to previous studies, it was noted that students in this study 
demonstrated high levels of self-regulation and it was speculated that this trait 
contributed to the students’ overall social and emotional well-being (Section 9.2.3). 
There was evidence to suggest that the students’ supportive home and school 
environments were a contributing factor to the students’ on-going academic success 
and positive sense of self (Section 5.9).  
10.2.2. Lived experience  
Concomitant giftedness and reading disability impacted on the students’ lived 
experience of school (Research Question 2). The students described issues including 
incorrect identification, for example, that they were considered by others as lacking 
in ability, or lazy (Section 9.3.1), which is similar to the finding of other studies 
(Section 2.4.2.3). This issue, however, varied depending on the school environment, 
with variance noted both between schools that the students attended, and within 
schools, depending upon teachers’ levels of understanding.  Lack of challenge was 
noted as an issue (Section 9.3.2) but not to the extent proposed based on previous 
studies (Sections 2.2.1, 2.3.5 and 2.4.2.3). Students had problems accessing print-
based texts in all curriculum areas but in many instances the students had developed 
strategies for overcoming this problem (Section 9.2.1). It was acknowledged by the 
students that they needed to expend considerable effort to achieve average results 
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and this sometimes led to feelings of frustration (Section 9.3.3). The students 
however, also recognised that their efforts made a difference to their results. Students 
were highly self-critical and had suffered from varying degrees of anxiety (Section 
6.3.2). Some of the students had experienced bullying or other friendship issues 
(Section 9.3.4). Overall, however, the students presented as confident and well-
adjusted, unlike gifted students with learning disabilities in previous studies. It was 
proposed that this was possibly because the students had developed a growth mindset 
and had developed various strategies for coping with the struggles of being gifted 
with a reading disability (Section 9.3.3).  
10.2.3. Low self-efficacy in reading 
The students in the study typically had low self-efficacy in reading as a result of their 
experiences (Research Question 3). However, low self-efficacy in reading did not 
appear to impact upon the students’ overall self-efficacy for academic achievement, 
even though the ability to read can impact upon all academic areas (Section 9.4.1). A 
possible explanation is that the students in the study were self-aware and able to 
clearly articulate their learning strengths and difficulties (Section 9.2.6). Therefore, 
they did not generalise their beliefs about their reading ability across all academic 
areas. The students’ self-awareness appeared to be derived from the support that the 
students received and the holistic approach taken by the schools they attended. At 
these schools, students’ learning profiles were established using a range of 
assessments, students were assisted to determine the best learning strategies for them 
and appropriate instructional environments were planned (Sections 9.4.3 and 9.6).  
When asked about important considerations for teachers working with gifted 
students with a reading disability, the students were able to offer sound and 
defensible advice (Section 6.5). Their advice centred on the following: allowing 
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students different ways to show what they are capable of achieving rather than 
relying on written tests, the provision of feedback that shows students how to 
improve, the importance of flexible ability grouping, the provision of choice, 
allowance of additional time and the need for students to see relevance and purpose 
in prescribed tasks. Notably the advice offered focussed on ways to help themselves 
and other gifted students with a reading disability experience success or mastery (an 
influential source of self-efficacy). 
 
10.2.4. Influential sources of self-efficacy 
Mastery experience was identified by the students as having the greatest impact upon 
their self-efficacy in reading and how they felt about themselves as learners generally 
(Research Question 4). Verbal persuasion was also noted as being influential in 
developing self-efficacy in reading and academic achievement (Section 9.5). It was 
acknowledged that providing mastery experiences can be challenging when students 
have a reading disability, and that this will impact on their opportunities to 
experience success.  Furthermore, the feedback provided needs to be considered 
carefully since the study showed that gifted students with a reading disability can be 
highly self-critical and sensitive, and may therefore perceive well intentioned 
feedback negatively.  
Based on the findings of the study and literature reviewed two models were 
proposed for gaining a deeper understanding of gifted students with a reading 
disability. The Profiling Model depicts a possible pathway for gaining a deeper 
understanding of the learning characteristics of gifted students with a reading 
disability (Figure 9.1). The Composite Characteristics Model elaborates on one 
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aspect of the first model by displaying the combinations of learning characteristics 
that may be demonstrated by gifted students with a reading disability (Figure 9.2).  
In response to the findings of the study a model for providing an inclusive 
pathway towards achievement, talent development and social and emotional well-
being for gifted students with a reading disability was also proposed (Figure 9.5). 
The Inclusive Pathway Model depicted four elements: identification; the provision of 
a supportive school and home environment; personal qualities (both innate and 
fostered over time); and on-going monitoring and communication between parents, 
teachers and students.  
10.3. Contribution to Knowledge  
The research advances the body of knowledge pertaining to the theory of self-
efficacy, and self-efficacy in reading specifically. To date, there has been scant 
research focussing on the effects of low self-efficacy in reading amongst gifted 
students with a reading disability. This study has shown that although gifted students 
with a reading disability may have low self-efficacy in reading (Section 9.4), low 
self-efficacy in reading does not necessarily impact globally on their motivation and 
achievement. Indeed, when gifted students with a reading disability have clear, 
future-oriented goals within a supportive home and school environment, they appear 
to remain motivated and achieve success (Section 6.4). Furthermore, for gifted 
students with a reading disability, low self-efficacy in reading can be for one aspect 
of reading. Typically, the students’ self-efficacy was lower for performance (reading 
out loud), than for the process of reading (comprehension, or understanding) 
(Sections 9.2.3 and 9.4). Therefore, they can remain motivated because they know 
that although they struggle, they can still comprehend what they are reading (Section 
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5.3). Motivation is maintained because as they become older, avoiding reading out 
loud is easier since their academic work requires more independent reading.  
Prior to this study, little was known about the most effective sources for 
stimulating self-efficacy in reading amongst gifted students with a reading disability, 
especially  from a student perspective. This study has shown that mastery experience 
(success) was most important to students (Section 6.5). Success was typically viewed 
as: the ability to read a text that could not be read previously because it was too 
difficult, a text that their peers were reading, or a text that was valued in terms of 
relevance and purpose. The study highlighted the importance of choice of reading 
material for developing self-efficacy in reading and the need for gifted students with 
a reading disability to have access to a wide range of reading material, rather than 
low level reading material often used for struggling readers. The ability to read low 
level books was not viewed by these students as an achievement and would not have 
the same positive impact as reading the types of texts commensurate with their 
interests. Therefore, this study challenges currently held beliefs and practices of 
providing only low level reading material to students who are struggling in reading.  
The study elaborates on theory around reading instruction for gifted students 
with a reading disability by emphasising strategies that help to foster effective 
reading practices amongst these students. It confirmed some of the typical learning 
characteristics of these students, but also highlighted that this group is heterogeneous 
and that there will be differences amongst individuals. To date, there has been 
limited research in this area. The study also highlights issues that arise from the 
practice of oral reading as a pedagogical approach, showing that for gifted students 
with a reading disability it can be detrimental. Rather than enhancing fluency and 
reading ability, it can cause high levels of anxiety.  
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Importantly, the study enhances the existing body knowledge in the areas of 
gifted education and special education because it documents the lived experience of 
gifted students, and, in particular, gifted students with a specific learning disability in 
reading, from student perspectives. In the fields of gifted education and special 
education, there is a paucity of research which describes the lived experience of 
students with special educational needs from their perspectives. Yet, giftedness and 
learning disability are both personal, internally experienced phenomena. Therefore, 
research which gives voice to gifted students, who also have a learning disability 
provides a deeper understanding about what it is like to live concomitantly with 
giftedness and reading disability. Studies in the fields of gifted education and special 
education, incorporating lived experiences from a student perspective, have not been 
conducted previously in an Australian context. Furthermore, the study documents the 
varying coping strategies that the students in the study used to ‘cope’ with the 
confusion of being gifted, while also having a learning disability (Section 6.4). 
Gifted students vary as population so it is to be expected that other students may find 
other strategies more effective.  
Early identification is crucial for gifted students with a reading disability if 
these students are to succeed and not develop severe social and emotional 
complications. This study confirms and enhances what is currently known about the 
characteristics of this group of students and may therefore assist with early 
identification. Furthermore, it suggests a process for identifying gifted students with 
a reading disability and for gaining a deeper understanding of their learning 
characteristics and instructional needs. In particular, this study showed that previous 
assessment data can be used to gain information about the students’ characteristics, 
and the impact these have upon the students’ learning. This approach is in contrast to 
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previous studies, requiring that participants complete additional assessments, 
specifically for the purposes of research.   
Finally, this research study is unique, in reporting on students who were well 
adjusted and motivated to succeed. Unlike gifted students with a learning disability 
in previous studies, the students in this study did not suffer from social and emotional 
complications such as depression, de-motivation and disruptive behaviour.  
The study highlighted the importance of clear identification protocols and 
support mechanisms for assisting students. Based on the literature and research 
findings, it suggested a model that promotes an inclusive pathway to support gifted 
students with a reading disability so that they might achieve and remain socially and 
emotionally well adjusted.   
10.4. Implications of the Study 
The research study has implications for policy implementation and practice. In 2007, 
the Melbourne Declaration (MCEETYA, 2008) established the common goals for 
education across Australia. This declaration was the outcome of State, Territory and 
Commonwealth Ministers of Education meeting as the Ministerial Council on 
Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) in Melbourne. At 
the meeting, the Ministers endorsed a new set of Educational Goals for Young 
Australians (MCEETYA, 2008). The first of these goals is particularly pertinent for 
this study, that is “Australian schooling promotes equity and excellence”. Gifted 
students with a reading disability are a group of students who are particularly at risk 
of not fully developing their capacities. Therefore, if the MCEETYA goal is to be 
achieved, research which assists in understanding the learning needs of this group of 
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students is important. Without such an understanding, it will be difficult to ensure 
that the capacities of gifted students with a reading disability are developed.  
Over the past decade, federal governments have demonstrated a substantial 
commitment towards understanding the needs of gifted students as a response to the 
findings of a Senate inquiry into the education of gifted students (Department of 
Education Science & Training (DEST), 2006). In 2006, the then Minister for 
Education, Science and Training, the Hon Julie Bishop MP, announced that in 
response to concerns about gifted students’ needs not being addressed, the Australian 
Government had allocated $200,000, for the provision of further professional 
development in gifted education for teachers. In the media release, she also called for 
more Australian-based research to be undertaken (DEST, 2006). This study provides 
a theoretical framework through which a better understanding of the learning needs 
of gifted students with a learning disability can be developed. It can in turn be used 
to further inform professional learning needs of teachers in the areas of gifted 
education and reading disabilities  
The study also has implications for practice. It shows that by using a 
combination of assessments, the teachers can be used to gain a greater understanding 
of a student’s learning characteristics. Thus the assessments’ value is beyond that 
being used as tools for measurement (for example, measurement of IQ or reading 
ability). In terms of the identification of gifted students, and gifted students with a 
learning disability, the study showed that questioning students about their outside 
interests and activities can shed light upon students’ gifted capabilities. These 
capabilities may not be fully manifested or demonstrated in a school setting, and 
therefore, could be overlooked. 
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There is growing awareness, as result of various studies, of the importance of 
providing feedback to students (Hattie, 2012). However, this study showed that 
teachers need to be mindful when providing feedback to gifted students with a 
reading disability because these students may interpret well-intentioned feedback 
negatively (Section 9.5.2). Consequently, this study highlights the need to consider 
closely the nature of feedback provided to students.  
10.5. Limitations of the Study 
All of the students in the study were from similar socio-economic backgrounds. 
Therefore, these students, through their parents, had access to additional resources 
such as technology and extra-curricular pursuits. Furthermore, the parents had the 
resources to choose their child’s school and have their child attend a school that they 
believed provided an optimal environment suited to their child’s unique needs. 
Without the same level of understanding of parents or access to additional resources 
and opportunities, gifted students with a reading disability from lower socio-
economic backgrounds may be further disadvantaged. Consequently, they may have 
different lived experiences of school to those described by the students in this study.  
Parents and teachers of the participating students were asked to comment on 
the characteristics listed in Table 2.2. Some of these characteristics (for example 
disorganised) if considered outside of the context of the literature, could also be 
present amongst other students who are not gifted with a reading disability.  
The study focussed on the perspectives of the participating students. 
Although documents such as report cards were reviewed, the students’ past teachers 
were not interviewed. Therefore, it is possible that the students’ perceptions or 
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recollections of events (for example, always being placed in lower ability groups), 
may differ from the teachers’ intentions or practices. 
The Reader Self-Perception Scale (Henk & Melnick 1995) used in this study, 
was normed for students in grades four to six. Normed data were not available for the 
older students. As discussed previously (Section 6.2.3), the use of the scale for older 
students is appropriate to determine low self-efficacy. However, it was not possible 
to compare the participating students’ scores with their same aged peers.  
10.6. Future Directions 
The research findings uncovered four emerging issues for future research. First, it 
showed that gifted students with a reading disability have different learning 
characteristics from their gifted peers, and their age related peers. Therefore, they 
require different reading instruction since they do not appear to develop reading 
skills in the same sequence in which they are typically taught (Cramond, 2004). For 
example, the students in this study were able to understand passages of text at a high 
level although they had not developed effective decoding skills. Research into the 
effective reading instruction for gifted students with a reading disability is warranted, 
to determine the most effective strategies for instruction so that these students 
experience frustration less often, and a sense of success and achievement more often. 
Second, the findings of this study showed that when the learning 
characteristics and needs of gifted students with a reading disability are recognised 
and met, the students can achieve academically, and apparently not suffer from long-
lasting social and emotional problems. It was speculated in the discussion that the 
participants in this study had been encouraged to develop a growth mindset (Section 
9.3.3). Further research into the type of mindset (growth or fixed) typically held by 
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gifted students with a learning disability could inform the impact having a growth 
mindset can have on students. It could also indicate how a growth mindset can be 
fostered amongst gifted students with a learning disability generally, and gifted 
students with a reading disability, specifically.  
Third, the findings showed potential difficulties with feedback provided to 
gifted students with a reading disability because they were shown to be highly self-
critical and sensitive to failure. At times, they could perceive well intentioned 
feedback from teachers as negative. Further research into effective feedback for 
gifted students with a reading disability may help to inform teacher practice and 
reduce these negative perceptions and experiences.  
Fourth, the students in this study had developed various coping strategies to 
help them deal with the various academic and friendship issues that they faced on a 
regular basis. Gifted students with a reading disability vary considerably as a 
population, therefore, further research on the coping strategies adopted by other 
gifted students with a reading disability could help to deepen our understanding of 
the best ways to offer them counsel or interpret their behaviours.  
10.7. Recommendations for Policy and Practice  
Based on the findings, five recommendations are proposed. These recommendations, 
if adopted could lead to changes in policy and practice, possibly leading to improved 
outcomes for gifted students with a reading disability. They are as follows: 
First, this study, demonstrated that gifted students with a reading disability 
can succeed when they are assisted in an understanding and supportive home and 
school environment (Section 9.4.3). Therefore, there is a need to raise the awareness 
of the learning profiles of gifted students with a reading disability amongst teachers, 
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so that they are able to understand the students’ learning strengths and weaknesses, 
and provide the necessary assistance. Wormald (2009) showed that despite previous 
studies which show the learning characteristics of gifted students with learning 
disabilities, few teachers were aware of these characteristics in practice. It is 
recommended therefore, that developing an understanding of the learning 
characteristics and instructional needs of gifted students with a reading disability 
should be a focus of professional learning for current teachers, and an element of 
training for future teachers.  
Second, the study showed that clear identification protocols for gifted 
students with a reading disability are needed to assist with early identification and the 
provision of assistance and support. It is recommended that identification procedures 
are reviewed to include a variety of data sources including: cognitive assessments, 
reading assessments, which assess decoding and comprehension skills, and parent 
information about students’ learning characteristics (Section 9.2.7). This study also 
showed that students’ out of school pursuits and interests can be a further source of 
information about the students’ abilities (Section 5.5). Therefore, it is also 
recommended that questions about students’ interests and out of school pursuits be 
gathered periodically.  
Third, the study showed that learning support teachers can play a key role in 
schools to ensure that gifted students with a reading disability are recognised and 
supported. Further consideration of this important role is required. It is recommended 
that adequate learning support teachers are employed in schools and that additional 
professional development for learning support teachers is provided so that they have 
specialist knowledge in the area of gifted education (including knowledge of 
concomitant giftedness and learning disability).  
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Fourth, awareness needs to be raised that gifted students with a reading 
disability can be bullied by other students, and that they may require counselling to 
deal with the potential negative impact (Section 9.3.4). It is recommended that 
current awareness raising campaigns about bullying also highlight to teachers the 
problems that may be experienced by gifted students with a reading disability.   
Fifth, the study showed that gifted students with a reading disability may 
have asynchronous performance depending upon the particular reading skills being 
assessed (Section 9.2.1). Therefore, a review of school reading assessment practices 
is recommended so that assessments targeting a range of reading skills are used when 
making decisions about reading performance. 
10.8. Chapter Summary 
Socrates once advised “Know thyself”. One could be excused for thinking that the 
participants in this study had taken Socrates’ advice, since they all showed a great 
deal of self-awareness. Each student was able to clearly articulate both their learning 
strengths and weaknesses (Chapters, 5, 6, 7 and 8). Although the participants proved 
to be a heterogeneous group, they all had a complex profile of both learning strengths 
and weaknesses (Chapter 5), and similar experiences (Chapter 6). Notably, although 
they struggled daily with the frustration of being able to complete some things at a 
high level while struggling to read and spell simple words, they continued to 
persevere and achieve. Indeed, some of the students even listed reading as something 
that they chose to do in their free time. This study is a ‘good news’ story. It showed 
that with support to experience success, and encouragement, gifted students with a 
reading disability can achieve. They can be independent, resilient, determined, self-
motivated and goal oriented. Indeed, they can have a positive outlook and in the 
words of James reflect, “You know I embrace it now, because it’s like who I am”.    
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Appendix A 
 Reader Self-Perception Scale 
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Completed student sample showing dual coding. Y= reading to yourself; A = aloud  
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Appendix B  
Sample student scoring sheet 
The Reader Self-Perception Scale 
Scoring Sheet 
 
Student Code   Michael  Date December 6 
Grade              8 
 
Scoring Key:  5 = Strongly agree 
  4 = Agree 
  3 = Undecided 
  2 = Disagree 
  1 = Strongly disagree  
 
General 
Perception 
Progress Observational 
Comparison 
Social 
Feedback 
Physiological 
States 
4       1 4 4 2 1 
 4 3 4 4            1 
 4     2 4            2 2 4            2 
 4 4 3 4 
 4 4 4 4            1 
 4 5 4            2 4            1 
 5  4 4            1 
 4  5 5            1 
 4  2  
 
Raw Score  
         
35 37 of 45 
  
               
22 24 of 30 
 
28 30 of 45 
 
12 30   of 40 
Underline = out loud 
Score Interpretation 
 
High   44+   26+   38+  37+ 
Average 39   21   33  31 
Low  34   16   27  25 
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Appendix C  
Interview processes and questions 
Building Rapport  
 Greeting and introduction of self.  
 Pass time - a general observation or question about the weather.  
 Reason for the interview – The reason that I am here today is to ask you some 
questions to help me to understand what it is like for students like yourself going 
to school. I’d like to know what things make it easier or harder for you. 
 Explain the ‘rules’ –  
o I will write about what you tell me in my study, but not use your name or identify 
your school. There will be other children who will be interviewed as well. 
o The assessments we have done and the things that you tell me have nothing to do 
with your school assessments and will not be used for this reason at any time.  
o You can stop the interview whenever you like and choose not to answer a 
question if you would prefer not to answer it. There will be around about 7 main 
questions and it should take around thirty minutes.  
o You can ask me a question at any time. 
o I’m going to tape our discussion so that I can recall what you say later on. I will 
give you time at the end of the interview to add anything more you would like to 
say about what we have discussed.  
o Are you happy to take part in this research study knowing that it will be taped? 
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Interview Questions and Probes 
This interview is a set of lead questions designed to elicit a descriptive response. 
Probes have been identified from the literature to focus the conversation on the intent 
of the question and encourage further reflection by the child.  
The wording of the questions and probes can be modified so that the interview flows 
naturally with the child’s responses. Where ever possible use a comment from one 
answer to link to the next question.  
The interviews are to be audio taped and transcribed verbatim. Field notes should be 
taken to record gestures, posture or other factors that may not be picked up in the 
audio.  
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Learning Characteristics 
1. What are some of the things that you like to do in your free time? What is it 
that you especially like about these things?  
Probe for: wide variety of interests outside of school; challenge offered; success 
experienced 
If the child doesn’t mention reading … You didn’t mention reading as something you 
like to do? Why is that? Do your friends read a lot? What are your friends or other 
people in your class reading? Do they talk about what they are reading? Do you join 
in those conversations? How does that make you feel? 
2. Where do you think you learn the most? Why do you say that? 
Probe for: lack of challenge at school; not being understood; not recognised as being 
clever and therefore not offered opportunities; exclusion from higher ability groups 
and ability to choose what is learnt outside of school 
Experiences of school 
3. How would you describe what going to school is like for you?  
Probe for: boredom; loneliness; lack of friends; problems with reading work; 
working hard to get average results and lack of challenge in areas of interest. 
Self-efficacy (Generally) 
4. When you try really hard at school, does it make a difference to your results? 
Why do you think that? How does that make you feel? 
Probe for: need to work hard to achieve average results; feelings of frustration; 
disappointment and feeling dumb. 
 320 
 
5. How do you think your teacher would describe you as a student? Why? 
Probe for: feedback given; ability grouping; test results and impact of reading 
difficulties. 
6. How would you describe yourself as a student? Why? 
Probe for: not meeting own expectations; highly self-critical and effort. 
7. Who thinks you are clever? How do you know?  
Probe for: being told; treatment by others and being included in challenging tasks 
Sources of Self-efficacy 
Questions relating to the RSPS, for example -  
8. You mentioned the difference in how you feel about oral reading and reading 
to yourself. 
Why is there a difference? 
 Probe for: – impact of comparing performance with that of others, social feedback, 
mastery experiences and physiological state – anxiety etc.  
9. How does reading out loud make you feel? Why? 
Probe for: anxious; frustrated and possible difference between oral reading and 
reading to self 
10. What would make you feel that you are improving in your reading? For 
example what people say to you, being able to read harder books, your test 
results, feeling less anxious/ nervous or comparing how you read with other 
people in your class?  
 321 
 
Probe for:  feedback, being able to read harder books/ test results; feeling less 
anxious/ nervous and comparison with others. 
11. Which one of those things has the biggest impact on how you feel about your 
reading ability?  
12. What advice would you give to teachers who are working with kids like you 
– kids who are clever but finding reading hard sometimes?  
Probe for: need to recognise ability; not treating them as if they are ‘dumb’; not 
making them read out loud; giving them challenging work; not misinterpreting 
students’ behaviour as lazy or careless and listening  
Closure 
13. Is there anything that we haven’t talked about that you think is important for 
me to know?  
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Appendix D  
Sample Parent/Teacher comment sheet  
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Appendix E  
WIAT II and WISC assessment task descriptions 
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test- Second Edition- (WIAT-11 Australian)  
The WIAT-11 Australian is an achievement test for individuals aged four through to 
adulthood. The skills discussed in this study are described below: 
Word Reading  
 The Word Reading sub-test measures a variety of decoding skills ranging from letter 
identification to the ability to read familiar words. The focus for students in Year 3 
and upwards is on reading words from a list. Words for the word- reading list are 
based on their frequency of use in reading texts or their inclusion on standard word 
lists. 
Pseudo word Decoding  
The Pseudo word decoding sub-test can be used as a way of evaluating whether or 
not a student has acquired year appropriate knowledge of the alphabet principle. In 
the assessment students are required to sound out nonsense or unfamiliar words to 
determine how well they can decode and pronounce words not previously seen.  
Reading Comprehension 
The Reading Comprehension sub-test standard score indicates the student’s ability to 
understand what is being read. The student reads sentences and short passages and 
then answers questions about the main idea, specific details or the order of events. A 
student’s ability to make inferences, draw conclusions or define unfamiliar words by 
using context clues is also assessed.  
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(Examiner’s Manual and Psychology Report dated 28/7/08) 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children- Third and Fourth Editions - 
Australian Standardised Edition (WISC-II and IV Australian) 
The WISC-IV Australian is used to assess the general thinking and reasoning skills 
of children aged 6 to 16 years. This test has five main scores: Verbal Comprehension 
Index (VCI), Perceptual Reasoning Index (PRI), Working Memory Index (WMI), 
Processing Speed Index (PSI) and Full Scale score. 
Verbal Comprehension Index  
The Verbal Comprehension Index is calculated on the Similarities, Vocabulary and 
Comprehension sub-test scores. It is a measure of verbal comprehension including 
the application of verbal skills and information to the solution of new problems, the 
ability to process verbal information and the ability to think in words. The test 
provides information about verbal concept, formation, verbal reasoning, and 
knowledge acquired from one’s environment.  
Similarities – This sub-test measures the student’s ability to see basic essential 
relationships between objects or concepts and involves long-term memory, ability to 
comprehend and the capacity to categorise and classify objects at concrete and 
abstract levels.  
Vocabulary - This sub-test demonstrates the student’s learning, fund of information, 
richness of ideas, kinds and quality of language, degree of abstract thinking and an 
indication of the student’s thought processes.  
 325 
 
Comprehension – This sub-test assesses a student’s ability to use practical 
judgements in everyday social situations and the extent to which moral sense or 
conscience has developed.  
Perceptual Reasoning Index 
Perceptual Reasoning Index is based on three sub-tests: Block Design, Picture 
Concepts and Matrix Reasoning. It is a measure of perceptual and fluid reasoning, 
spatial processing and visual-motor integration. The index measures the ability to 
think in visual images, manipulate these images, reason non-verbally and interpret 
visual information.  
Block Design – This task measures the student’s ability to reproduce designs through 
pattern analysis. It requires perception, analysis, synthesis and reproduction of 
abstract designs and application of logical reasoning to spatial relationships. It also 
measure non-verbal concept formation, visual-motor coordination and non-verbal 
fluid intelligence. The student is required to use two colour cubes to construct 
replicas of two-dimensional, geometric patterns. 
Picture Concepts – This sub-test is designed to measure abstract, categorical 
reasoning ability. When presented with two or three rows of pictures the student is 
required to choose a picture from each row to form a group with a common 
characteristic.  
Matrix Reasoning – Available for fourth edition of WISC only. In this sub-test the 
student is asked to select the missing portion from five response options. The test is 
considered to be a good measure of fluid intelligence and a reliable estimate of 
general intellectual ability.  
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Working Memory  
The Working Memory Index is based on Digit Span and Letter-Number Sequencing 
sub-tests. It involves attention, concentration, mental control and reasoning. Working 
memory is the ability to actively maintain information in conscious awareness, 
perform some operation or manipulation with it and produce a result.  
Digit Span - This sub-test measures storage and retrieval of information through 
immediate auditory recall and requires mental alertness and suspension of irrelevant 
thought processes while attending to the task.  
Letter-Number Sequencing – In this sub-test the student is read a sequence of 
numbers and letters and is required to recall the numbers in ascending order and the 
letters in alphabetical order.  
Processing Speed Index 
Processing Speed Index is based on two sub-tests: Coding and Symbol Search. The 
index provides a measure of the student’s ability to quickly and correctly scan, 
sequence, or discriminate simple, visual information. It also measures short-term 
visual memory, attention and visual-motor coordination.  
Coding – This sub-test requires rapid learning and copying of new symbols, good 
eye-hand coordination, short term visual memory and motor speed. Ability in this 
area influences hand writing and copying at all grade levels.  
Symbol Search – This sub-test requires the student to determine whether a symbol 
appears in a grouping or not. Ability here can influence decoding, spelling and 
copying skills. (Psychology Report dated 17/2/09)  
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Appendix F 
Sample Student Semi-Structured Interview with Coding 
Student A Analysis Code Comments/Links 
Learning Characteristics 
Question 1  
What do you like to do in your 
free time? 
I like to write Bella stories, I 
like to do the (newsletter) and I 
like to write a few poems and I 
like  playing outside. 
Poems  
Well they’re mainly similes. I 
enjoy doing them. 
Just what comes into my head. 
Stories 
They’re just mainly on the 
theme of what Bella does as a 
detective dog. 
Newsletter  
I play around with it. It’s got 
some things like on the racing, 
there’s a section for racing, 
there’s a newsflash, there’s hot 
places and cool places to be – 
that kind of thing 
 
Outside interests 
I like architecture … an 
interesting thing  
Bit of a challenge as well? 
Yeah, it’s a bit difficult but I’m 
getting better at it. I like getting 
to be by myself.  
 
 
 
 
 
Variety of 
interests  
 
 
 
Variety of 
interests  
 
 
 
Writes fiction 
stories about her 
dog  
 
 
Writes newsletter 
for Club 
 
 
Outside interests 
Interested in 
architecture and 
design 
 
Likes challenge 
Likes to be alone 
Learning characteristics  
 
 
 
Bella is the name of SA’s dog – see 
narrative on SA.  
Writes for real audience and 
authentic purpose. – importance of 
relevance and purpose  
 
 
 
 
Links to literature  
Interesting that many of the interests 
mentioned involve writing. Writes a 
range of genres – poetry, narrative 
and reports 
 
 
Writes for real audience and 
authentic purpose.  
 
 
 
 
 
Links to parent comments about 
interest in physics, particularly 
inventing new machines.  
Attends QAGTC workshops – made 
comment that workshop leaders 
don’t understand her difficulties.  
Had completed a research project on 
birds found in the garden – had taken 
photos etc.  These projects are not 
related to school. Doesn’t take work 
to school anymore since one teacher 
early on said that the work was a 
waste of time and to put it away 
(parent comment) – this was in 
relation to a whole culture that SA 
had created – own language, flag, 
food etc. She had written about it in 
detail – mother has kept copies of 
what she was able to keep.  
What about reading?  
I read but I don’t exactly enjoy 
like reading out loud but I like - 
 
Likes to read to 
self 
Links to RSPS – used two codes 
when completing the scale – one for 
reading out loud and one for reading 
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lots of books are good 
 
 
 
to herself.  
 
I don’t read what they read. 
Lots of them read Twilight and 
I’m not interested in those kind 
of books. I like Anne of Green 
Gables, that sort of thing 
 
Not interested in 
reading what 
other girls are 
reading  
 
Twilight (fantasy about vampires, 
very popular with teenagers– has 
been made into a movie). 
Likes Anne of Green Gables – 
classic novel about a strong, bright 
female character. 
Tends to see herself as being 
different from other girls – interested 
in different things eg. Science and 
tree climbing 
Statements made with pride – 
showed a bit of contempt for other 
girls liking Twilight 
I don’t care because I don’t 
exactly enjoy other girls’ 
company really. I prefer to be 
by myself. 
Friendships 
(limited) 
Likes to be alone 
 
Is being alone a matter of 
preference? During the interview SA 
became upset when the topic of 
friendship was raised.  
Reference is made in school report 
card (Year 4, Sem 2, 2007) that SA 
chooses to play alone.  
Most of my friends always love 
English – pretty much everyone 
loves English which is a bit of a 
problem… 
 
Doesn’t like 
English 
Friends like English but SA doesn’t. 
This appears to be contradictory 
given interests previously 
mentioned. Note that where SA is 
interested in English these are 
pursuits undertaken at home rather 
than at school.  
Do you ever feel excluded? 
Quite a lot …. (became  
upset)  
Friendship 
(exclusion) 
 
Becomes upset when topic of 
friendships is raised.  
 
C and I do research – 
 everyone else would think 
that’s boring – they’d say let’s 
go and play some  
video games. 
Not being 
understood 
C is a friend outside of school.  
Intrinsically motivated to learn – see 
Table 2.1 
I like researching … if I get 
 interested in something I’ll 
 go off and research it on  
the computer and in books. 
Likes researching 
topics of interest 
Self-motivated  
Reads fiction and 
non-fiction 
Intrinsic curiosity 
Will put effort into the task when she 
is interested in the topic.  
Links to comments about in-depth 
projects undertaken.  
School reading is not on a 
 topic I’m really interested 
 in. If I’m interested I’m  
happy enough to do  
something that I don’t enjoy 
 to get stuff done on it. But  
for school it is usually on a  
topic I’m not very  
interested in. 
School reading 
topics not 
interesting 
Appears to be willing to persevere 
with the reading task if the topic is of 
interest. Raises questions about 
motivation and self-efficacy.  
Very boring – they give you 
 baby books like year 3 that  
Lack of interest  
Not offered 
School reading material not 
considered interesting - ‘Babyish’ 
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are about this big. challenging 
material to read 
topics  
It makes me feel frustrated 
 that I can’t do something  
at the level I need to read. 
frustrated by low 
level 
Lack of challenge 
Wants to be working at a higher 
level.  
Yeah, very, very boring Bored   
yeah if it’s interesting I’ll  
 get into it but when it’s 
 boring I just won’t want to 
 read more and more and  
more. 
Boredom – lack 
of interest 
Not able to become engaged by the 
material  
Question 2 
Where do you think you learn 
the most? 
laughs … home!  
Yes, I do things that are 
 more in my interest area  
than school and I can do 
 what I’m interested in to  
learn about. It’s not … Like 
 if I get interested in horses 
 I can study them for a year 
 or even three years while  
we have one term of  
something, one term of 
 something else. So if I 
 really enjoy one term I 
 can’t just keep going with 
 it for the next term. I have 
 to do something different 
 that I might not like. 
 
 
 
 
Lack of interest in 
school topics 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prefers in-depth 
studies 
Importance of 
choice  
 
 
 
 
Appears to be a mastery learner – is 
interested in what interests her but is 
committed to in-depth exploration of 
the topic. Persists with topics of 
interest. See further comments.  
Yeah, I don’t have to wait for 
people to catch up. When we get 
into it we can just keep going, 
just keep getting information 
and writing about different 
birds, send C out to find the 
different birds, photograph 
them.   
Likes to work at 
own pace 
Prefers in-depth 
studies 
 
 
Experiences of School  
Question 3 
How would you describe what 
going to school is like for you? 
Annoying, I don’t often want to 
do it. Boring … 
 
 
Annoying  
Lack of interest 
Bored 
 
 
yeah … pretty much no one 
sticks with one another they just 
make a friend and then go off  
and leave them behind … they 
just move on … They make 
friends with you and then all of 
a sudden they’re not … and I 
have no one to play with. 
Friendship 
(exclusion) 
Loneliness 
Upset by lack of loyalty – could link 
to friendship issues identified in 
literature on gifted students.  
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Self-efficacy 
Question 4 
When you try really hard, does 
it make a difference to your 
results? Why do you think that? 
How does that make you feel? 
I don’t seem to get any better 
results when I try really hard. 
No difference than when I don’t 
when I just do it normally. 
(spoke softly, a little upset) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Upset 
Need to work 
hard for average 
results 
 
I don’t think that tests are that 
important. Even the speed tests 
– I don’t enjoy speed tests. 
Difficulty with 
speed tests 
Lacks confidence with activities that 
require low level, rapid responses.  
What’s the point of trying then 
you don’t get anything out of it. 
(Became upset) 
Need to work 
hard for average 
results 
Frustration 
Upset 
Lack of challenge  
Reference made by mother in 
checklist of characteristics that SA 
has become increasingly 
demotivated.  
Reference made in school reports 
(Year 4, Sem. 1, 2007 and Year 5, 
Sem. 2, 2008) about anxiety levels 
and difficulty regulating emotions.  
I think he finds me difficult, a 
difficult student to teach.  
 
Not understood Possibly disappointed with lack of a 
supportive person at school who 
shows a personal interest in her well 
being and interests.  
Question 5 
How do you think your teacher 
would describe you as a 
student? Why? 
I think he finds it difficult 
because I ask the difficult 
questions in SOSE and Science 
and he can’t answer them most 
of the time and then he just 
refers me to the computer and 
dictionary and I don’t enjoy 
computers. I’m good at them 
but they’re just annoying things 
that get in your way.   
 
 
 
 
Lack of challenge 
in areas of interest 
Misunderstood 
 
…he’d call me clever if it was 
about SOSE – he hasn’t seen me 
working on Science (said with 
an air of disgust) 
Lack of challenge 
in areas of interest 
 
It’s just that he always puts me 
in the lowest group 
Exclusion from 
higher ability 
groups 
Placed in lower groups due to 
performance on TORCH test of 
reading ability – mother explained 
this to me during visit  
Question 6 
How would you describe 
yourself as student? Why? 
I have some areas of great 
 
 
 
Aware of 
 
 
 
 
 331 
 
difficulty but some I’m very 
good at … 
they think oh you’re just 
average, you’re fine you don’t 
need anything. 
strengths and 
weaknesses 
Appearing 
average 
Links to literature. Reference to 
great difficulty is probably indicative 
of being highly self-critical. 
Difficulties would not be seen by 
others of being so pronounced.  
Reference made by mother regarding 
SA being highly self-critical. She has 
been on a mental health plan since 
year 3 due to self harming. 
Reference made in school report 
(Year 5, Sem 1, 2008) that SA needs 
to keep working on being positive 
towards herself and her 
achievements.  
Question 7 
Who thinks you are clever? 
How do you know? 
They (parents)always tell me 
I’m clever 
 
 
Feedback from 
others 
 
 
…sometimes the teachers get 
grumpy and don’t understand 
that you’re slow at English and 
fast at Science! 
 
Misunderstood Feedback from others 
Feelings about reading out 
loud 
a bit scared and a bit worried 
about it. 
 
 
Anxiety 
 
 
 
Very concerned with the 
‘performance’ aspect of reading and 
yet likes to read alone. The process 
of reading is something SA appears 
to enjoy. Comprehension level 
according to WIAT assessment 
indicates that SA has a good 
understanding of what she reads.  
it can be frustrating 
 because people tell me  
…oh you aren’t a very good 
 reader because you can’t  
read out loud well when 
 actually I know that I can 
 read 
Frustration 
Feedback from 
others 
Mastery 
experiences  
 
SA scored higher on mastery 
experience in the RSPS  
 
they just tell you you’re no  
good at something but you  
know that you are 
Feedback from 
others 
Mastery 
Frustration 
Knows that she is able to read well – 
reads for meaning and knows 
through mastery experience that she 
is able to read at an appropriate 
level.  
Frustrated that others concentrate on 
reading performance and the results 
of one type of reading assessment.  
 
That I could hear myself  
and it sounded better and  
that I could also do 
comprehension at the same  
Mastery 
experience  
 
SA seems to concentrate on oral 
reading as an indicator of good 
reading  
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time. 
Biggest impact - probably  
being able to read out loud  
like other people 
Mastery 
 
As above  
give them (gifted students 
 with a reading disability)  
extra time and don’t make 
 them read to other people  
because often it makes them 
 feel bad and that they’re 
 not as good as the other  
people.  
Anxiety 
Dislikes reading 
out loud 
Advice – extra time  
Let people have more time 
 that need it and let people  
be by themselves. Because  
it is often very disturbing  
when you’re in a big room  
and there’s people who  
spend their time in the test, 
 because they’ve finished  
early sharpening their  
pencils or drawing pictures 
 and when they walk to get  
their pieces of paper and  
stuff it’s really disturbing. 
Need for more 
time 
Likes to work 
alone 
Sensitive to noise  
Relates to Auditory processing 
difficulties found in other reports 
and comments made by mother.  
… I think they just think  
oh she’s not trying her best 
 which I often am I’m just 
 not good at certain things. 
Behaviour 
misinterpreted  
 
They (other children) don’t  
listen and the teacher has to  
repeat it again and again  
and then he gets grumpy 
which is hard because when 
 you are trying to do work  
and you have finished all 
 that you are supposed to be 
 doing and then the other  
kids haven’t been listening 
 and have been doing 
 something else. Then it’s  
really distracting because  
you are trying to do 
 something and you don’t 
 have to listen anymore 
 because you’ve finished 
 then … 
It gets boring? 
Yes, very boring 
Distractions 
Frustration 
Boredom 
 
I didn’t’ get all of my  
writing done … because I  
am a slow writer I didn’t  
get all of the writing done 
 and then I couldn’t do the  
fun things … the interesting 
Misinterpretation 
of behaviour  
Need to work 
hard for average 
results 
This was in reference to doing the 
science experiments 
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 things  
 
there was also a part  
that you had to write the  
theories that I knew all of  
the answers to so I just  
wrote in what I knew and it 
 took me ages to write it all  
down and even though it  
was messy it just took me  
such a long time and  
another person who was  
mucking about and talking  
and that was the only other  
person who was left. It was  
fair that he was left. I have  
to stay in lunch because I  
have been too slow in class. 
Need to work 
harder 
Misinterpretation 
of behaviour 
 
It is very, very, very  
annoying – became upset  
Annoyed 
Frustrated 
 
 
Sometimes I think it would 
 be fun if I could just say it  
into a tape recorder what 
 I’d like to say instead of  
having to write it all out.  
Sometimes I have to write  
out three copies before I  
can type things up (became  
frustrated at this point and 
 teary). 
Ability not 
recognised 
Frustrated 
 
 
Frustrating! Frustrated One word used to describe 
experiences  
 
Colour coding:   
Learning characteristics   
Emotional issues/Impact  
 Coping strategy     
Source of self-efficacy    
Advice  
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Appendix G 
Sample student record of documents  
Learning characteristics  Emotional issues/Impact/ Misunderstanding       Coping strategy     Conflict between advice and S preference    
Document 
type 
Date Source 
Code 
Interpretive 
Code 
Summary  
Guidance 
Officer 
Report 
9/08/04 CDR1 
 
 
 
 
Sensitive 
Good oral 
language skills 
Difference 
between home 
and school 
performance 
 
 
 
 
Verbal 
strengths 
Year 1 at time of report  
Observations made: 
Sensitive  to noise – comment by parents  
Articulate  
Excellent general knowledge 
Displays better skills at home than in the classroom – comment by mother 
Assessment SB5   
Comments by psychologist based on assessment: 
Significant and highly unusual difference between verbal and non-verbal domains – no meaning full 
scale score can be obtained 
VIQ – 134 – 99th percentile – Gifted  
NVIQ – 100 – 50th percentile  - Average 
Scored very high for Cultural knowledge (scaled score 139) and Acquired Knowledge (135). Trial 
and Error Problem solving (94) and Visual Motor Activity (96) relative weaknesses.  
Summary provided: C is a 5 year old girl who presents with disparate abilities. When reasoning in the 
verbal domain, C performs in the gifted range. When functioning in the nonverbal domain her 
performance is better in those areas (Knowledge and Quantitative Reasoning) that are most related to 
formally acquired knowledge. She has relative weaknesses in strategic problem-solving and visuo-
motor skills, although these areas are within the average range for her age.  
Recommendations made by Psychologist: exposure to visual and spatial learning materials; specific 
teaching of problem solving strategies; when teaching C, her strong verbal skills should be used in 
explaining and supporting visual teaching methods; follow up vision therapy with OT assessment; 
review progress in T4; further psychometric testing to obtain more detailed picture of C’s cognitive 
abilities.   
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Letter form 
Paediatrician  
First 
14/3/05 CDR2 Difference 
between verbal 
and non-verbal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Frustration  
Social justice 
Sensitive to 
noise 
Anxious 
Self-awareness 
 
There appears to have been some conflict between Paediatrician and mother. It is important to note 
that Mrs. J was not entirely comfortable with how the first appointment proceeded and we spent some 
time discussing this subsequently.  
Comments on current issues after reading reports and speaking with mother: 
Significant difference between her verbal and nonverbal IQ Verbal reasoning skills fall in the 
superior range and her non-verbal reasoning skills fall in the average range.  
Identified with visual perceptual difficulties  
Visual memory skills are in the below average range and her visual sequential memory is in the low 
range 
Although school reports from year 1 suggest mostly high achievement with some satisfactory 
achievements across all areas, this is probably compared to her age peers, whereas her level of 
achievement is not high when compared to her verbal reasoning skills in the superior range  
C is becoming frustrated with her own school performance because inherently she is able and feels 
able to perform better in many areas.  
C has a strong sense of social justice and a strong sense of rules and regulations- interaction issues 
with peers  
C has evidence of sensory hypersensitivity especially with respect to noise – becomes anxious and 
distressed  
There is a lot to consider with respect to the issues raised in this correspondence. It is not easy 
to pull it all together under one umbrella. Suggested a non-verbal learning disorder.  
Recommendations: 
Attending program to deal with anxiety issues; communicating to school about C’s difficulties and 
needs; strategies for modulating own social expectations and socials reactions. 
Letter from 
Paediatrician 
Second (new) 
20/01/06 CDR3 Executive 
function 
difficulties 
 
 
 
Frustrated 
 
Pleased with progress  
Does not believe that the C has a non-verbal learning disorder. Believes there are a set of more 
superficial executive function difficulties for young C that make some of her day-to-day life from a 
social, organisational and academic perspective, relatively difficult compared to her presumed 
underlying intellectual potential.  
Discussion re emotional anxiety, fears and volatility last year – clear indicators of progress. The issue 
around getting frustrated and upset, and learning to calm down continues as a work in progress.  
Development of goals for the year: 
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Disorganised 
 
 
 
 
 
Conflicting 
advice 
First is around organisation – she can become dreamy and forgetful – write down sequence of 
activities and then practice them over and over again until they become more deeply embedded 
habits. 
Second goal around social skills – C can be dreamy, and the goal would be to increase her awareness 
of this “tuned out” behaviour so that she can make decisions to engage in behaviour that are more 
engaged with other children. 
There have been academic concerns about her literacy, her writing and so on. Overall, she is easily 
maintaining a grade standard and even if she is under-achieving relatively to her intellectual 
potential, I do not see these as areas of great concern at this point in time. I would prefer to address 
these low level self-control, organisation and social issues.  
Letter from C 
to teacher – 
full 
annotation 
11/2/06 CDR4 Difficulty 
copying 
Need for more 
time 
Sensitive to 
noise 
Dear Mrs Hill, 
I have trouble copying what is written on the board even though I know what to do. 
I need a lot more time in my spelling test because I need to be able to think.   (Advice for teachers)  
I need quiet to concentrate or I can’t keep at my work. 
 
Year 3 
School 
Report  
20/6/06 CDR5 Persistence  English comment: C is a hard worker and demonstrates persistence to complete challenging 
activities. She is showing pleasing progressing in all areas of English. Reading/Viewing = Sound 
Achievement; Spelling = SA; Listening = HA; Speaking = HA; Handwriting = SA.  
General comment: C is a hardworking and well-mannered student who is making pleasing progress 
in all areas of work. Homework is always completed to a high standard. She is to be commended for 
efforts in presentations during this semester.  
State Test 
Results – 
Year 3 
2006 CDR6 Average Reading and Viewing result in average range  
Writing just below average range 
Spelling average  
All aspects of numeracy average  
Year 3 
School 
Report  
Sem 2 
2006 
CDR7 Works hard 
Persistent  
Diligent  
English: Generally C strives to achieve her best. This diligent attitude and perseverance has helped 
her meet her personal goals. Some of these spelling, reading, basic facts and editing in all aspects of 
English. Achievement = Sound 
Letter from 
Paediatrician 
Second (new) 
28/9/06 CDR8 Highly self-
critical 
Anxiety  
Development progressing reasonably well 
Some areas of concern 
Main concern appears to be C’s expectations of herself, particularly around a level of consistency and 
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performance that she is probably unable to reliably achieve. This sets her up for having a negative 
perception of her own abilities and performance, and this potentially can be the basis for significant 
anxiety-related problems in the future.  
Year 4 
School 
Report  
Sem 1 
2007 
CDR9 Misunderstood 
Works hard 
English: overall B; Reading and Viewing C; Writing and Shaping B; Speaking and Listening  B 
Comment: C applies herself in all areas of English. She takes a great deal of pride in her written work 
but could edit more carefully. C is reading at an age appropriate level and has sound comprehension 
skills. When giving an oral presentation C speaks clearly and confidently.  
General comment: C has worked well throughout the semester. She is an excellent student and 
applies herself at all times across the curriculum. C works well both independently and in group 
situations. She occasionally has difficulty regulating her emotions and this sometimes affects her 
schoolwork. C is a pleasure to teach.  
Psycho-
educational 
Assessment 
28/7/07 CDR10 Mixed abilities 
Decoding 
difficult  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Year 4 at time of assessment  
Assessment WISC IV 
Results: 
VCI   130   98th percentile   Very Superior 
PRI   108   70th percentile    Average 
WMI 99    47th percentile   Average 
PSI   106    66th percentile   Average 
Full Scale   116  86th percentile  High Average 
Comments by psychologist based on assessment: 
Single score of little descriptive value due to significant differences in her abilities across Indexes  
C is best described as a girl of mixed abilities, ranging from the 37th to the 99.6th percentile 
 
 
 
Assessment WIAT II  
                         Score    Percentile     Classification  
Reading              90             30               Average 
Mathematics    104           61               Average 
Written Lang      84            14               Low Average 
Oral Lang           114           82               High Average 
Total Comp         96           39               Average 
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Frustrating 
Effort 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anxious 
Need for 
encouragement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Masking  
 
 
 
Effort  
Frustration 
Anxiety 
 
Reading breakdown 
Word Reading    96            39   
Reading Comp    110         75 
Pseudo word      77             6   
Comments by psychologist based on assessment: 
Reading - It appears that decoding unfamiliar words is still effortful for C, and significantly slows 
down her reading. Once C has successfully deciphered the text, however, her comprehension is above 
average. This difference must be quite frustrating for C, and must require considerable mental 
stamina throughout the day.  
Written language – spelling errors tended to phonetically correct by demonstrated a lack of visual 
familiarity with the words 
Oral language – listening comp – high average range – 84th – Links to research re reading and 
listening comp 
General Observations made by psychologist: 
C’s mood and ability to focus varied across the three testing sessions  
Anxious at times and needed considerable encouragement to continue with test items 
Flustered easily and needed to be calmed and refocussed 
In the session where she was most out of sorts she became quite angry with the tests, throwing her 
pencil away and refusing to go on. Even on this occasion however, she could be brought back to the 
task by firm direction and reassurance. Clearly, C’s anxiety and emotional reactions to what she 
perceives to be difficult work impact significantly on her performance.  
Difficulties that C displayed in reading and written expression are consistent with specific learning 
difficulties in these areas; however, her results are not poor enough to fit this diagnosis. It is the 
examiners opinion that the extent of her reading difficulty is masked by her high verbal intelligence 
and effective remediation to date. Nevertheless, reading and writing continues to be quite effortful for 
C and will tax her both intellectually and emotionally during the school day.  
Variations are likely to be the cause of ongoing frustration for C and for those working with her. 
Coupled with these difficulties are C’s anxieties, lack of confidence and poor coping skills when 
faced with challenging tasks in her non-preferred areas.  
Recommendations: practicing reading out loud; ongoing revision strategies, phonics and consonant 
blends; extra time on comprehension tasks, and perhaps in exam situations to allow for the time it 
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Good 
comprehension 
skills  
takes her to read and then reread passages. With extra time she will be able to use her above average 
reading comprehension skills to demonstrate her true potential; counselling, with a focus on problem 
solving and using cognitive strategies to cope with anxiety – should address self-esteem and self-
confidence, and how she can understand her strengths and challenges and work effectively with her 
varied abilities; continued exposure to extension and enrichment activities in her areas of interest 
both within and outside the school environment.  
Year 4 
School 
Report  
Sem 2 
2007 
CDR11 Good verbal 
abilities 
Friendship 
issues 
English: Overall = B; Reading and Viewing = B; Writing and Shaping = C; Speaking and Listening = 
A 
Comment: C is working well in all areas of English. She is beginning to correct herself when she 
reads which has resulted in an improvement in her comprehension. C is also beginning to apply her 
extensive vocabulary in writing. She needs to ensure that she develops her ideas fully in her written 
work and edits accurately. C is very expressive when giving an oral presentation and engages the 
audience through voice and eye contact.   
Overall comment:  
C is a delightful student who is always polite and courteous towards others. She is cooperative and 
helpful and is well liked by her peers. C often chooses to play alone however is happy to join in 
during group games at lunchtime. She has made an outstanding effort in all areas of the curriculum 
and this is particularly apparent in mathematics. C is a pleasure to teach and I wish her all the best in 
her future education.  
Letter from 
Teacher –full 
annotation 
7/12/07 CDR12 Love of 
learning 
Good verbal 
skills 
Frustration  
Sensitive to 
failure 
Need for 
encouragement 
(verbal 
persuasion) 
Fast pace  
 
C has a great love of learning and possesses a high level of general knowledge. She is intrigued by 
new concepts, especially ones relating to the environment. C also has a large vocabulary and enjoys 
learning and using new words.  
 
While her general knowledge and vocabulary are extensive, C struggles with written tasks. She tells 
wonderful stories that are very involved and contact a variety of characters, however finds writing 
them down taxing. She becomes easily frustrated and does not cope well with failure. This will often 
mean that she does not try new tasks independently.  
 
In mathematics, C has needed a lot of encouragement to attempt work. She developed a more 
positive attitude towards mathematics tasks this year and is achieving at a high level. When working 
in mathematics, C often needs an explanation and then an opportunity to work with hands-on 
materials to consolidate her knowledge. Once she is comfortable with a concept she will complete 
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Frustration 
 
 
 
 
 
Social justice 
Loyal to 
friends 
 
her work with ease and a relatively fast pace.  
 
C is a child who sometimes has difficulty regulating her emotions. She becomes easily frustrated 
with tasks if she finds   
them difficult and this frustration can build to a point where she can no longer focus. In situations 
like these, C responds to the prompt “when I stay calm I think better and I do better”.  
 
C is a very kind person and has a strong sense of justice. She will often defend people she perceives 
are being unfairly treated and is very loyal to her friends. C is comfortable interacting with people of 
any age and manages to conduct herself in an appropriate way.  
 
I have found C to be a delightful student and I have enjoyed teaching her over the last year. I wish 
her all the best in her future education. 
Letter from 
parent to 
Paediatrician  
12/11/07 CDR13 Seen as 
different 
 
 
 
 
Supportive 
teachers 
Frustration 
Negative self-
talk 
Highly 
sensitive to 
failure 
Supportive 
school   
Parent Comments: 
Dragging her to yet another appointment does not seem especially worthwhile – having to go to 
appointments during school time invites curiosity and comments on the part of her classmates which 
C finds difficult to manage.  
Attends school in multi-age setting; only girl in her year level. C has never fitted well with the girls 
in the year below. 
C’s teacher this year, (J) has been an excellent match for her. Catered well for her diverse abilities. 
No recurrence of self-harm C exhibited last year. Although she still gets very angry with herself and 
frustrated she is better at calming herself. Her self-talk is still inclined to very negative and she is 
over reactive to perceived criticism or failure. A t times she seeks to punish herself through self-
denial. She is generally managing classroom frustrations more positively.  
Changed schools – Private Counselling every two to three weeks 
Mother believes that new school offers a warm and caring environment with increased social 
opportunity. It has a strong commitment to acknowledging and supporting the individual needs of its 
pupils. Comment by mother – I think that socially she will continue to struggle but only time will tell.  
Letter from 
Paediatrician 
to Principal 
14/8/08 CDR14 Sensitive  
Intelligent  
 
C is a great kid. She a great deal to offer any school environment. There is a sensitivity, passion and 
intelligence about her which I hope is visible to those within the school community.  
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of new school  
 
 
 
 
Slow reading  
Impact on 
spelling 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strengths in 
science  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The two issues I would like to bring up are her learning and mental health. 
 
With her learning, I would divide this up into two arrears of challenge. The first is around literacy, 
where I would probably give her a diagnosis of mild dyslexia. Both the visual and phonological 
processes necessary for reading are relatively weak for her, and these is a resulting consequence that 
her reading is inefficient and slow. When writing this impacts on her spelling and punctuation along 
with efficiency and speed.  
 
The second area of learning struggle is output. This I would characterise more as an organisation and 
executive function problem.  
 
Both of these will be impacted on by her mental health state. If she is calm, then I think she will do a 
lot better than when she is stressed.  
 
By contrast to these areas of learning weakness, there is information that suggests C has a high level 
of intellectual insight into complex concepts, particularly scientific concepts such as physics. I would 
hope there can be a response to this from the school that feeds her intellectual hunger in these 
areas.  
 
The second key issue is her mental health. In listening to the struggles that she has I would divide 
these up into two domains. The first domain is a complexity one where there are situations of 
becoming overwhelmed. This may be due to multiple expectations and requests, or it may be due to a 
high level of sensory information that she needs to process such as background noise, competing 
information from other children and so on. In situations where she is overwhelmed, I think she 
struggles.  
 
The second mental health predicament I believe is probably the more complex and important one. 
This is the situation where C herself, because of her sensitivity and uncertainty, generates 
expectations of herself and others that do not match reality.  For example she has expectations of 
herself academically that result in situations where she often fails to meet her own expectations, and 
then has a negative response to her own achievement.  
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I look at her as a girl who has enormous potential, but a level of sensitivity and complexity in terms 
of getting there.  I have encouraged the family to try to develop a team around them that includes 
staff in the school, family and her psychologist. If everybody is gently pushing in the same direction 
then I have every expectation that C can learn these important lessons.  
 
Year 5 
School 
Report – new 
school 
Sem 1 
2008 
CDR15 Below 
expected level 
High 
expectations of 
self 
Confidence  
Anxiety  
Self-critical 
English: Reading and Viewing = Achieving below expected class level; Listening and Speaking = 
Achieving at expected class level; Writing and Shaping = Achieving below expected class level 
Comment: C is still too hard on herself and finds it hard to compose writing that she is happy with. I 
am extremely impressed with her confidence in reading to the class. Well done C! 
Overall comment: C is a polite, considerate and sensitive student. I am very pleased to see a great 
deal of growth in C’s maturity, confidence and self-control this term. She is managing to keep her 
anxiety lower, has made friends at lunch times and is taking on board advice about keeping calm 
when things in the classroom make her feel uptight. She is now happy to read in front of the class and 
she should be very proud of herself. C needs to keep working on being positive towards herself and 
her achievements. It has been a privilege to work with her.  
Year 5 
School 
Report  
Sem 2 
2008 
CDR16 Responds to 
encouragement  
Anxious 
Effort 
Friendship 
issues 
English: Reading and Viewing: = Below; Speaking and Listening = Expected; Writing = Expected 
Comments: C achieves her best results when provided with an encouraging and supportive 
environment. It has been pleasing to see C grow in confidence and to attempt tasks which she finds 
challenging while keeping her anxiety levels down.  
 
… is now a leading contributor to classroom discussion 
 
C has a wonderful, gentle and caring personality who is always polite to her peers and teacher. She 
has formed several strong friendships and is working hard to understand and tackle the ups and 
downs of friendship groups. It is a pleasure to come to school every day to discover what knowledge 
and experiences C can share with me on the day.   
NAPLAN 
Report Year 5 
2008 CDR17 Average 
reading  
Reading – Band 5  in range of achievement for middle 60% of students in Australia but just below 
national average; Writing – Band 6 in range of achievement for middle 60% of students in Australia  
and on national average; Spelling – Band 4 Below range of achievement for middle 60% of students 
in Australia and below national average; Grammar and Punctuation – Band 7 at top end of range of 
achievement for middle 60% of students in Australia and above national average; Numeracy – Band 
6 at top end of range of achievement for middle 60% of students in Australia and above the national 
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average 
Parent 
Comment 
Sheet  
20/04/09 CDR18 Interest in 
physics  
Desing  
Advanced 
knowledge and 
vocabulary 
Creative & 
abstract 
thinker 
Problem solver 
Processing 
difficulties 
Difficulty with 
isolated facts 
Internal locus 
of control 
Self-harming 
Independent 
Disorganised 
 
Mother wrote the following comments: 
C’s understanding of physics is often surprising and became apparent in preschool. 
She is particularly interested in inventing new machines etc.  
She has always demonstrated advanced knowledge in a range of interest areas and vocabulary in 
relation to this. 
Mother ticked the following as characteristics of C: 
• heightened ability in tasks which involve creative and abstract thinking 
• strong knowledge in areas of interest 
• good problem-solving skills 
Mother wrote the following comments relating to obstacles: 
C has visual and auditory processing difficulties but VP seems particularly affected 
She has difficulty with rote learning such as months of the year and retrieving isolated facts such as 
times tables. 
She blames all failures on herself but sees anything less than 100% as a failure.  
She has been on Mental Health Plan since year 3 when she began harming herself (scratching, hair 
pulling, hitting herself) because she was “so bad and so stupid”. This has not occurred recently.  
She strives for independence but tends to be forgetful and disorganised  
Mother ticked the following as characteristics of C: 
- processing difficulties 
- difficulty memorising isolated facts  
- can appear disorganised  - ticked twice  
- inclination to procrastinate and day dream  - ticked twice 
- poorly motivated in areas which cause the most challenge 
- highly self-critical and highly sensitive to failure  - ticked three times 
Researcher 
Field Notes 
20/04/09 CDR19 Confident 
Good verbal 
skills 
Variety of 
interests 
 
 
Notations and Observations  
C was in year 6 at the time the interviews and reading assessments were conducted for this study. She 
presented as a friendly child who was very comfortable speaking with adults.  
She was very polite, articulate and engaging. The researcher met with C on two occasions (April and 
May, 2009) at C’s family home. On the first occasion the WIAT II reading assessment was 
administered. C also completed the Reader Self-Perception Scale. During the second visit the semi-
structured interview was conducted. On both occasions C’s mother had organised afternoon tea with 
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Creative 
 
 
 
 
Designs 
Invents 
Writes for own 
enjoyment 
Friendship 
issues 
Frustration  
Misunderstood 
 
 
 
 
 
Low ability 
grouping  
 
 
 
C insisting on ‘High Tea’ for the second visit. High Tea is one C’s favourite things to do, along with 
climbing trees. 
 C was very talkative during both visits and was happy to talk about her many interests and hobbies. 
When I left she said farewell to me from high up in a tree in the front yard. She was also very keen 
for me to meet her dog ‘B__’. B__ is a particular breed and the family is very involved in support 
group for the breed. One of C’s interests is to help prepare the newsletter for the club. 
According to C’s mother, C no longer takes her completed interest projects created at home to 
school. This is in response to a negative reaction by one of C’s teachers who said that one of C’s 
projects was a waste of time. The project involved an imaginary land that C had created where she 
had developed a culture and wrote in detail about the language of the people, their flag and food. 
C enjoys writing poetry (‘just what comes into my head’); designs intricate cubby houses with 
detailed plans; invents and draws up plans for new machines 
During the interview C became upset when the topic of friendship was raised. On many occasions 
she stated that she preferred to be alone but each time she said this she appeared upset. 
Her mother also mentioned that C would come home from school crying because she had been 
excluded from a friendship group 
In general conversation C also made comments about her frustrations when attending QAGTC 
workshops and believed that the workshop leaders didn’t understand that she has difficulties even 
though she is gifted. C’s mother reinforced these comments 
C became really upset describing times at school when she has not been able to do science 
experiments or has been kept in at lunch time because it has taken her too long to copy from the 
blackboard – close to tears.  
Mother reported that C had a very low score on the TORCH reading assessment conducted by her 
teacher – Stanine 1 was grouped in the lowest reading group as a result of this one assessment, even 
though a previous WIAT assessment had shown that C has comprehension skills that border on the 
superior range.   
 345 
 
Appendix H 
Consent Form 
 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION for QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
The self-efficacy of gifted students with a reading disability: The 
impact of lived experience 
Researcher Contacts 
Janelle Wills 
PhD Candidate 
Queensland University of Technology 
James J Watters 
Associate Professor 
Queensland University of Technology 
  
  
 
Description 
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD for Janelle Wills.  The research 
supervisor is Associate Professor Jim Watters. Janelle is a registered teacher. This 
study has been approved by the QUT University Human Research Ethics Committee 
(approval number 0900000069).  
The purpose of this project is to document the experiences of gifted children with a 
reading disability. Additionally, it will establish how these experiences impact upon 
self-efficacy and provide a base for developing a theoretical framework to inform our 
understanding of these children and their learning needs. 
We are requesting your assistance because your child meets the criteria for the study. 
Participation 
Your child’s participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, your child can 
withdraw from participation at any time during the project without comment or penalty.  
 
Your child’s participation may involve the completion of a Reader Self-Perception 
scale, a reading assessment, Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices assessment and 
interviews. The Reader Self-Perception scale and assessment are typical of the types 
of assessments your child would undertake at school. The researcher also wishes to 
review your child’s previous report cards and assessments conducted by an 
Educational Psychologists (if available). These will be used to provide background 
information and as data to show indicators of your child’s learning characteristics.  
The interviews can take place at your child’s school in a place that is familiar to your 
child and last for no more than one hour. If you prefer, the interviews can take place 
at your home.  
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Expected benefits 
It is expected that this project will not directly benefit you or your child. However, it 
may benefit gifted children with a reading disability in the future. The contribution 
you and your child make will help build an awareness and understanding of the 
needs of these children.  
There is a possibility that your child may find it useful to talk about his/her 
experiences in the interviews. He/she may find it comforting to know that someone 
else understands the issues they deal with as a gifted child with a reading disability.  
 
Risks 
There are no risks beyond day-to-day school attendance associated with participation in 
this research. There is a slight possibility that your child may be concerned about their 
loss of privacy because data will initially be collected in identifiable form. We will let 
your child know that all identifiers (names, school, images and date of birth) will be 
removed from interview transcripts, notes and school documents prior to data analysis 
and publication of results of the study. This will be done by inserting a pseudonym or 
code (for example Participant A). 
 
We do not want to disrupt the your child’s school day, therefore, the timing of the 
interviews will carefully considered and will be planned for times when it will be least 
intrusive for the curriculum or special events.  
 
Compliance with the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2000 (Qld) 
requires that all persons working in specific child-related activities undergo a criminal 
history check. The researcher in the proposed study is a member of the Queensland 
College of Teachers and therefore complies with this requirement.  
 
There is a low probability that your child may become distressed during the 
interview. For example, when recounting a particular learning experience or 
situation, your child may become upset (eg. sad, angry or frustrated). In the event of 
this occuring, the interviewer will offer to halt the interview while the child recovers 
and resume the interview later. Alternatively, the child may wish to suspend the 
interview or cease participation altogether. In the rare occurrence that distress does 
occur, and  the interview is taking place at an independent school, your child's 
teacher will be informed so that a referral to the School Counsellor can be made. For 
home interviews the researcher will also carry cards with the Kids Help Line contact 
details for distribution in the unlikely event of distress.  
 
Confidentiality 
All comments and responses will be treated confidentially. 
 
Audio recordings of the interviews will be destroyed after the contents have been 
transcribed. Only the researcher and research supervisors will have access to the 
recordings. 
Identifying school and personal details will be removed from all documentation. 
 
Consent to Participate 
I would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your 
agreement for your child to participate. 
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Questions / further information about the project 
Please contact the researcher named above to have any questions answered or if you 
require further information about the project. 
 
Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project 
QUT is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects.  
However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the 
project you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research Ethics Officer is not connected with the 
research project and can deal with your concern in an impartial manner. 
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CONSENT FORM for QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
The self-efficacy of gifted students with a reading disability: The 
impact of lived experience 
Statement of consent 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
• have read and understood the information document regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
researcher  
• understand that your child is free to withdraw at any time, without comment 
or penalty 
• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on 3138 2340 or 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of 
the project 
• have discussed the project with your child and their requirements if participating 
• understand that the project will include audio recording and give permission 
for this audiorecording 
• agree for your child to participate in the study which involves a i) a short 
initial interview ii) some reading tests and assessments iii) a longer interview  
and iv) provision of student records as requested by the researcher. 
 
 
Name  
Signature  
Date  /  /   
 
 
Statement of Child consent 
• Your parent or guardian has given their permission for you to be involved in this 
research project.   
• This form is to seek your agreement to be involved. 
• By signing below, you are indicating that the project has been discussed with you 
and you agree to participate in the project. 
• You are free to withdraw from the project at any time. 
 
Name  
Signature  
Date  /  /   
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Appendix I 
Student Profile Document 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 
SUPPORT PLAN ~ for J S 
Gifted and Talented with Learning Difficulties 
• Twice exceptional  
• Organisational difficulties 
• Very talented sportsman (Regional level rugby, swimming and water polo). 
• Very social 
• Wants to do well but does struggle 
• Spasmodic work ethic 
• Avid surfer (when surf is good he will often be tired in class) 
• Brother to D (Year 7) 
• Wants to be an Aeronautical Engineer  
 
J presents as: 
J is a student who appears confident, but this is not really the case. J is very verbal and can 
explain tasks if he is given the opportunity to talk through them, and think them over. If put 
on the spot, he may not give an appropriate answer to the question. J struggles to read and 
comprehend text without discussion. Once he is on the right track, he will work hard to finish 
the task. J needs assistance to organise his study and assignment tasks. Keeping in contact 
with Mum and Dad will assist this.  To J, relationships are very important. He responds well 
to staff that acknowledge his ability and make adaptations to let him display this. J does not 
like to be singled out as needing support. 
Recommended Strategies for the Classroom  
1. Encourage J to use his diary effectively (this needs to be checked – he won’t do it 
willingly!). 
2. Use CD’s when a novel is required to be read (check with LE, we have most titles on 
CD) 
3. Ask lower-level comprehension questions in order to build up to higher-level questions 
4. Cue students to important words and concepts verbally and through highlighting 
5. Teach vocabulary in context 
6. Give students the opportunity to read silently before reading aloud 
7. Allow students to choose whether or not to read aloud 
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8. Pair students who have strong decoding skills with weak decoders 
9. Read directions or tests aloud 
10. Allow additional time for reading 
11. Ask J to outline, underline, or highlight important points in reading 
12. Offer support and clarification for imbedded directions in text 
13. Students outline, highlight, underline, or summarize information that should be 
remembered 
14. Provide adequate opportunities for repetition of information through different experiences 
and modalities. This provides J with information from a variety of sources 
15. Ask J to transform information from one modality to another (e.g., From verbal to a 
diagram or from visual to verbal) 
16. Encourage J to question any directions, explanations, and instructions they do not 
understand 
17. Break assignments into smaller manageable parts.  Check these smaller tasks each 
week to ensure that J is on track.  
18. Provide J with notes that he can take home if you are writing them up.  
 
Adjustments re Assessment and Exams 
• Offer J the opportunity to sit exams in LE. 
• Extra time (if needed) 
• Scribe (if needed) 
• Use of technology for extended writing tasks 
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